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Abstract

The present study examines the impact of writing workshops on third-grade students’
writing achievements and English teachers’ perceptions about the use of writing
workshops to teach writing in an elementary public school in Al Ain, UAE. This
study also addresses the challenges that English teachers encounter when
implementing writing workshops in writing classes. A mixed-method design was
employed to answer the three main research questions of the study. Initially, the
quantitative data were collected through the pre-post writing test which was
administered to third-grade students (N=83). Subsequently, the qualitative data in the
form of the semi-structured interviews were collected from third-grade English
teachers (N=11). The study’s results indicate that the experimental group which is
instructed by writing workshops score considerably higher in the posttest of writing
compared to the control group which is taught through the regular method of writing.
There are statistically significant differences in the posttest scores in favor of the
experimental group. Another result reveals that English teachers report positive
perceptions about using writing workshops in teaching writing. English teachers
suggested that one of the major challenges that they face when implementing writing
workshops in their classes is the time allocated for English and/or writing classes.
The study contributes to the literature of writing workshops and English teachers’
perceptions in the UAE. Based on the results, the study ends with a set of theoretical
and practical recommendations for educators, schools, policy makers and further
research. One of the important recommendations for educators is to adopt writing
workshops as a common teaching method of writing across schools and districts to
improve students’ writing achievements. In conclusion, the practice of writing
workshops may provide teachers with a common ground to share their experiences
and challenges during classes of writing workshops.
Keywords: Academic Writing, Process Writing, Writing Achievements, Writing
Workshops, Elementary Schools.
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)Title and Abstract (in Arabic

أثر ورط انكتابة عهي انتحصيم انكتابي نطهبة انصف انثانث وأراء يدرصي انهغة
اإلنجهيزية حول اصتخداو ورط انكتابة نتدريش انكتابة في إحدى انًدارس انحكويية في
انًرحهة االبتدائية
انًهخص
رٖذف ٕزٓ األطشٗحخ إى ٚدساعخ أثرش ٗسػ اىنزبثرخ ىير ٚاىزل رٞو اىنزربث ٜىايجرخ اى رث اى بىر ٍٗ ،عشفرخ أسا
ٍذسع ٜاىيغخ اإلّجيٞضٝخ ح٘ه اعزخذاً ٗسػ اىنزبثخ ىزذسٝظ اىنزبثخ فر ٜإحرذ ٙاىَرذاسط اىلنٍ٘ٞرخ فر ٜاىَشحيرخ
االثزذائٞخ فٍْ ٜاقخ اىعر ،ِٞاإلٍربساد اىعشثٞرخ اىَزلرذحت رزارشه ٕرزٓ اىذساعرخ أٝىرب إىر ٚاىزلرذٝبد اىزر٘ٝ ٜا ٖٖرب
ٍذسع٘ اىيغخ اإلّجيٞضٝخ ىْرذ رْيٞرز ٗسػ اىنزبثرخ فر ٜح رت اىنزبثرخت رجْرذ اىذساعرخ ٍضٝجرب ٍرِ أعربىٞت اىجلر
اىَخزييخ ىإل بثخ ىي ٚثالثخ أعئيخ سئٞغٞخ ٍزعيقخ ثبىجل ت ف ٜاىجذاٝخ ،رٌ َع اىجٞبّربد اىنَٞرخ ٍرِ راله اال زجربس
اىقجيٗ ٜاىجعذ ٛىينزبثخ اىز ٛطجق ىي ٚطيجرخ اى رث اى بىر =

)38ت أٍرب ثبىْغرجخ ىيجٞبّربد اىْ٘ىٞرخ ىير ٚرنو

ٍقبثالد جٔ ٍْظَخ اىز ٜريذ اىجٞبّبد اىنَٞخ ،فقذ ررٌ َعٖرب ٍرِ ٍذسعر ٜاىيغرخ اإلّجيٞضٝرخ ىي رث اى بىر =
)11ت
رشٞش ّزبئج اىذساعخ إى ٚأُ اىَجَ٘ىخ اىزجشٝجٞخ اىزٝ ٜزٌ ر٘ ٖٖٞرب ٍرِ راله ٗسػ اىنزبثرخ رغرجو دس ربد أىيرٚ
ثن ٞش ف ٜا زجبس اىنزبثخ اىجعذٍ ٛقبسّخ ثبىَجَ٘ىخ اىىبثاخ اىز ٜرٌ رذسٝغرٖب ٍرِ راله طشٝقرخ اىنزبثرخ اىَعزربدحت
ْٕبك فشٗه راد دالىخ إح بئٞخ ف ٜدس بد اال زجبس اىجعذ ٛى ربى اىَجَ٘ىرخ اىزجشٝجٞرخت إضربفخ إىر ٚرىرل ،إُ
ٍذسع ٜاىيغرخ اإلّجيٞضٝرخ ىرذ ٌٖٝأسا إٝجبثٞرخ حر٘ه اعرزخذاً ٗسػ اىنزبثرخ فر ٜررذسٝظ اىنزبثرخت ٗأٗضرلذ ّزٞجرخ
أ ش ٙىيذساعخ األسا اإلٝجبثٞخ ىيَعيَ ِٞح٘ه اعزخذاً ٗسػ اىنزبثخ فر ٜررذسٝظ ٍٖربسح اىنزبثرخت ٗأفربد اىَعيَرُ٘
أُ ىبٍو اى٘قذ ٝشنو ٗاحذا ٍِ إٌٔ اىع٘ائق ف ٜراجٞق ٗسػ اىنزبثخ أثْب ح ت اىيغخ اإلّجيٞضٝخت
رغبٌٕ اىذساعخ ف ٜإثشا األدة اىجل  ٜى٘سػ اىنزبثخ ٗآسا ٍذسع ٜاىيغخ اإلّجيٞضٝخ ف ٜدٗىرخ اإلٍربساد اىعشثٞرخ
اىَزلذح إى ٚبّت رىل ،ي رذ اىذساعرخ اىر ٜر٘ارٞبد ّظشٝرخ ٗىَيٞرخ ىيَعيَرٗ ،ِٞاىَرذاسطٗ ،ارْب اىقرشاس،
ٗاىذساعرربد اىَغررزقجيٞخ ثْررب ا ىيررّ ٚزرربئج اىذساعررخت إحررذ ٙاىز٘اررٞبد اىََٖررخ ىيَعيَررٕ ِٞرر ٜاىزَرربد ٗسػ اىنزبثررخ
م٘عٞيخ رعيَٞٞخ ٍشزشمخ ىينزبثخ ىجش اىَذاسط ٗااىقاب اىزعي َٜٞىزلغ ِٞإّجبصاد اىايجخ ف ٜاىنزبثرخت فر ٜاىخزربً،
َٝنِ ىَ و ٕزا اإل شا أُ ٘ٝفش ىيَعيَ ِٞقبىذح ٍشزشمخ ىزجبده جشارٌٖ ٗرلذٝبرٌٖ أثْب ح ت ٗسػ اىنزبثخت
يفاهيى انبحث انرئيضية :اىنزبثخ األمبدَٞٝخ ،ىَيٞبد اىنزبثخ ،إّجبصاد اىنزبثخٗ ،سػ اىنزبثخ ،اىَذاسط االثزذائٞخت
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Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 Overview
Writing is usually associated with a number of feelings ranging from
enjoyable or memorable to challenging or painful. It is clear that individuals perceive
things differently, and even writing can be viewed differently by diverse individuals.
Scholars and educators from ancient times until the present have proposed multiple
definitions of writing. According to the NCTE Writing Study Group (2004), writing
is considered as a way of thinking, whereas Anderson (2005) described writing as an
activity in which individuals participate to communicate meaning. In addition,
Singagliese (2012) defined writing as a tool that individuals use to demonstrate
knowledge and convey messages. Writing is further viewed as a life skill as it is not
only required for success in school, but also for progress in the workplace throughout
one’s life.
Writing indeed is not a simple skill that can be learned instantly; most
learners across the world find writing a difficult skill to master. In the past, writing
was considered as an undesirable, challenging activity compared to other language
skills. It was not an appealing task as learning to write mainly involved tracing letters
and words, copying words and sentences, and matching words with pictures. All that
work was completed in textbooks with a great emphasis on handwriting, vocabulary,
and spelling (Henk, Marinak, Moore, & Mallette, 2003). From our perspective on
writing today, no real writing skills were learned at that time; students merely
completed paperwork. Even at the beginning of the twenty-first century, students
were unfortunately less involved in writing activities than they are now. Memorizing
readymade paragraphs, which were written and assigned by teachers, was a common
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practice in schools. Despite the fact that writing is one of humans’ main
communication skills, writing did not receive sufficient emphasis in the past and was
treated instead as an individual activity. Students of the past did not even celebrate
their success in writing.
The difficulty of writing is evidently a common concern, and teachers
themselves are not well-informed about writing and its relevant effective
instructional methods. Many factors lead teachers to place less emphasis on writing.
Obviously, the negative attitudes of teachers who do not have positive perceptions
about writing and do not bother to search for effective methods of teaching writing
are reflected in their students’ poor writing performance. Teachers themselves are
influenced by their prior writing experiences leading to a continuous cycle of
negative influence (Street & Stang, 2009). Another factor that might explain
students’ poor writing can be that regardless of their years spent in college, many
teachers claim that they are unprepared to adequately teach students to write. As a
result, that lack of knowledge makes teachers hesitant to properly teach students
writing (Brashears, 2006; Gilbert & Graham, 2010).
The reality of the writing that was conducted in classes was quite harsh; it
was more like an individual activity. All students were required to write about the
same topics at the same stage of writing. Less time was given to writing tasks, and it
was not a frequent activity. After having written a passage, students did not revisit
their work later. Most of the instructional time was assigned to other main subjects or
skills, including reading, assessment, math, and science (Brandt, 2001; Simmerman
et al, 2012). Teachers also tended to emphasize the quality of writing more than the
process of writing (Pollington, Wilcox, & Morrison, 2001). When students finished

3
writing, teachers would collect the papers students had written to mark and score
them (Knudson, 1990). These papers were left in teachers’ rooms. Teachers selected
writing topics and students were required to work individually, depending mainly on
themselves without referring to others for assistance (Pollington, Wilcox, &
Morrison, 2001).
The classroom setting is another factor that may lead students to have
unsatisfactory writing experiences. In the dominant image of the classroom setting
that was common across most schools in the past, students sit individually and
quietly in rows with little interaction. This isolated seating structure did not allow
students to interact with their classmates or even seek help while writing. Quiet
classrooms were considered to demonstrate a teacher’s effectiveness in managing the
classroom. On the other hand, loud classrooms indicated a teacher’s failure in
classroom management. Ready-made charts and posters were displayed on classroom
walls as aids for students’ learning and as evidence for visitors of the learning
students were currently undertaking (Waktins, 2005).
1.2 Statement of the Problem
Students in the United Arab Emirates (UAE) that learn English as a second
language are primarily exposed to English at school, although some may use it at
home or outside school. Students are required to learn to read and write in their
native language as well as in a second language from the early stages of education.
The development of writing skills is not only compulsory at schools; rather, it starts
early in education and continues throughout an individual’s life (Singagliese, 2012).
Undoubtedly, writing has received special attention from scholars and educators due
to its important applications. Singagliese (2012) argued that writing is necessary for
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progressing in school as well as in life. It is also considered a tool that students
utilize to communicate and deliver messages. Daly and Sharko (2010) asserted that
writing has become more relevant to individuals’ daily lives since they now write for
different purposes, such as for business, education, communication, or joy. Writing is
used by individuals to compose text messages, make comments on social media,
send emails, and participate in other social activities that require communication
through writing.
Most careers require some sorts of writing (Berman, 2001), and writing is
required in all grade levels. Singagliese (2012) stated that as students move through
grade levels, they use writing to show their learning. Students are required to
undertake different writing assignments and tests to allow their teachers to ensure
that students have appropriate writing skills to perform well in these assignments and
tasks. Jones, Reutzel, and Fargo (2010) further emphasized the importance of writing
as it is a necessary part of students’ early literacy. Writing is not only a necessary
skill in language subjects, but it is also used in other subjects.
Although writing is important for individuals at schools and in life in general,
it is not necessarily an easy and attainable skill for all learners. Jones, Reutzel, and
Fargo (2010) stated that writing is not a skill that can be learned altogether at the
same time; rather, it is a cumulative skill that takes time to be learned. Hachem,
Nabhani, and Bahous (2008) revealed that writing has not been the focus of
educators over the past years, although it has begun to become a priority. This is
because students are involved more in writing from kindergarten until high school
and even in college. As Jones, Reutzel, and Fargo (2010) mentioned, students learn
to write each year, continue to learn writing, and grow their writing skills based on
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previous years of learning. In other words, students’ learning is continuous and it
builds on itself as the years proceed. Certainly, students can transfer their writing
skills to real-life situations that require writing. Therefore, writing can be viewed as a
transferable skill.
Writing practices are generally similar among different schools. Teachers
teach writing differently according to their beliefs. Some teach writing more
frequently during the week, while others believe that it is sufficient to teach writing
in one session. Teachers are often overwhelmed by the number of learning objectives
they are expected to cover in each subject. Unfortunately, there is no common
writing program that provides structures and steps for teachers to follow; instead,
writing is taught according to teachers’ idiosyncratic teaching styles. Some follow
instructional writing programs like “big writing”, which shares some similarities with
writing workshops. Meanwhile, others prefer to continue to use the regular method
of teaching writing and claim that students are not ready to write on their own in a
second language. Students are involved in a variety of writing assignments and tasks,
including writing letters, words, sentences, paragraphs, and stories, and they are also
required to complete English writing exams provided by the Ministry of Education
(MOE).
The significance of writing is also reflected in the school improvement plan
(SIP) as it is one of the main target goals of the school over the years. There is a high
emphasis from the Abu Dhabi Department of Knowledge and Education (ADEK) on
English writing outcomes, which are a large portion of the overall outcomes of
language arts. It is assumed that students perform low in writing due to the lack of a
common instructional method of writing across the school and the lack of
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consistency and commitment to the implementation of writing programs. This is
because when school teachers are exposed to a new instructional method of writing,
the method is often neither welcomed by teachers nor do they show a commitment to
using it in the classroom. Flynn (2007) further elaborated on this issue by cautioning
educators about writing instructional methods that prevent students from acquiring
sufficient learning or developing their writing skills. Elbow (2004) added that many
teachers are not confident enough to develop writing programs on their own.
Students’ English skill tasks and External Measurement of Student
Achievement (EMSA) scores in the school records indicate that students perform
lower in writing than they do in other skills and subjects. Over the past three years,
there has only been a very slight improvement in students’ writing proficiency levels.
Students’ low performance in writing is not a problem faced by one school but it is
common in other schools. The serious need to improve students’ writing
achievements has made scholars and educators react to the reality of writing and
investigate effective teaching methods of writing.
A number of former studies like Knudson (1990); Allen (2003); Hubbard and
Shorey (2003); Jordan (2005); Hachem, Nabhani, and Bahous (2008); Mester (2011);
Simmerman et al (2012); and Singagliese (2012) have advocated various
instructional methods of teaching writing using the process writing approach,
including writing workshops. Such studies have reported that instructional methods
of writing have shifted from focusing on the final work to emphasizing the process of
writing. Educators have also been searching for solutions to improve students’
writing achievements.
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While some studies have called for instructional methods that thoroughly
teach the writing process, others have revealed gaps in the literature that need be
filled by further studies. For instance, Mester (2011) stated that although various
educators and scholars have investigated the impact of writing workshops on
students’ writing achievements, studies on this topic are still scarce. The researcher
suggested that further studies have to explore the impact of writing workshops at
different grade levels to form an overall image of the effectiveness of this method
across grade levels. Feinberg (2007) contended that although researchers have
examined elements and strategies of writing workshops, little is known about
whether writing workshops improve students’ writing. Hillocks (1984) claimed that
studies on instructional strategies for writing have not identified the ways in which
such strategies develop students’ writing over a period of time.
The real motivation behind the present study is the need to change the
negative image that is associated with writing and make it a more enjoyable task for
students. The study hopes to examine the ways in which writing may be taught from
a different perspective through writing workshops, which provide a balance between
the process and product of writing. Other major reasons for conducting this study are
the lack of common instructional methods of writing, students’ low writing scores,
and a scarcity of studies that relate to writing workshops in the UAE. The present
study intends to investigate the impact of writing workshops on third-grade students’
writing achievements, English teachers’ perceptions about the use of writing
workshops to teach writing and the challenges that teachers encounter during classes
of writing workshops.
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1.3 Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this mixed-method study is to examine the impact of writing
workshops on third-grade students’ writing achievements in an elementary public
school in Al Ain, UAE. The study intends to explore how English teachers perceive
the use of writing workshops in teaching writing. It also addresses the challenges that
English teachers encounter while implementing writing workshops in their classes.
1.4 Research Questions
The present study attempts to answer the following three research questions.
1. What is the impact of writing workshops on third-grade students’ writing
achievements?
2. How do English teachers perceive the use of writing workshops in teaching
writing?
3. What challenges do English teachers encounter when implementing writing
workshops in their classes?
1.5 Significance of the Study
The main intention of the present study is to contribute to the Arab literature
of writing workshops, teachers’ perceptions about using writing workshops and the
challenges of implementing writing workshops. Such contributions may enrich the
current educational practices and policies similar to studies of Jordan (2005);
Singagliese (2012); and Uddin (2016). Few studies have been conducted that focus
on the use of writing workshops in Arab countries, including the UAE. The study’s
results certainly contribute to the literature of writing workshops by showing their
impact on students’ writing achievements. This study also clarifies the need for
further studies to investigate the impact of writing workshops at different grade
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levels and in different contexts. The results of the study can be applied to similar
contexts with similar participants.
Another considerable contribution is relevant to the literature of English
teachers’ perceptions about using writing workshops and the challenges they face
while implementing writing workshops. As stated earlier, teachers’ perceptions play
a significant role in influencing students’ writing achievements (Street & Stang,
2009). This study may demonstrate how writing workshops are implemented with
second language learners of English in a non-English speaking country.
Regarding educational practices, this study’s contributions may alert teachers
and increase their awareness about the reality of writing workshops and their
challenges. The results may provide English teachers with a common ground for
regular discussion about teaching practices, progress, and concerns of writing
education. Writing workshops can assist teachers in promoting differentiation and
providing students with ample opportunities to make writing a more enjoyable and
meaningful experience (Jordan, 2005). In addition, the results of the study may
motivate English teachers who are interested in modifying their current teaching
methods of writing. Writing workshops can provide teachers of other subjects or
cycles with teaching ideas to apply writing workshops in their classes: not only in
English classes with young learners, but also with older ones.
At the policy level, the present study is a guide for educators who are
interested in adopting an effective policy for a writing program at their schools, and
for those who would like to modify their writing programs or teach differently. This
study may inspire the school leadership team (SLT) to adopt writing workshops as a
common writing program that is well-structured not only across the school, but at the
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district level. Writing workshops are an asset that may allow the SLT and teachers to
collectively progress forward to achieve the major goals of SIP in writing. Finally,
this study forms a complete comprehensive picture for educators regarding the main
components of writing workshops and how they can be implemented in classes.
1.6 Limitations and Delimitations
Readers may argue that the results of this study cannot be generalized due to
the nature and design of the study. However, it is not intended to generalize the
results of this study beyond its context. The study has been designed to examine the
impact of writing workshops in a particular context with certain participants (thirdgrade students at the elementary public school). However, the study’s results can be
applied to other grade levels. The delimitations of the present study are the context of
the study, which is the elementary public school. Only 83 third-grade students
completed the pre-post writing test, and 11 English third-grade teachers from the
same school participated in the semi-structured interviews.
The nature of the study’s design is a limitation like the limitation mentioned
by Mester (2011). This study may control independent variables like writing
workshops and the regular method of writing to examine their impact on the
dependent variable, such as third-grade writing achievements. However, it can be
difficult to control other variables, including students’ socioeconomic status, ages,
maturation, and home environments, which may also have an impact on students’
writing achievements.
Another limitation is the small number of English teachers that were involved
in the semi-structured interviews, which were designed to answer the second and
third research questions. The eleven English teachers included in the study have
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different teaching experiences, expertise, preferences, training, perceptions, and
beliefs. These teachers’ perceptions about using writing workshops and their
challenges may not be as comprehensive and broad as those presented by a larger
group of teachers, which can be generalized.
The schedule of the school at which this study took place does not devote
sufficient time to writing classes. The recommended time allotted to implementing
writing workshops is 45 minutes to one hour, depending on students’ ages. Younger
students can spend up to 45 minutes writing, while older students can spend up to
one hour in writing workshops. It is difficult to dedicate sufficient time for writing
workshops due to the larger schedule set by schools as time is also assigned to other
academic subjects. In the typical schedule of the school, one period is assigned daily
for English classes.
1.7 Definition of Terms
The main keywords used in the present study are academic writing, process
writing, writing achievements, writing workshops, and elementary schools. These
terms are defined conceptually and operationally based on the context of the study to
enhance readers’ comprehension of the research.
Academic Writing
According to Altakhaineh (2010), academic writing was viewed as the
presentation of an academic problem through a discussion of related knowledge,
information, and ideas. When writers write academic papers in formal styles, they
have to consider the characteristics of good writing, such as “accuracy, organisation,
argument, coherence, cohesion, appropriateness and referencing” (p. 3). Chokwe
(2011) simply defined academic writing as writing for educational purposes. In the
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context of this study, academic writing is regarded as a formal writing activity that
enables writers to convey educational messages.
Process Writing
Lincoln and Idris (2015) described the process writing approach as a shift in
writing education from focusing on the content of writing to emphasizing the
procedures of writing. Another detailed definition of process writing was provided
by Goldstein and Carr (1996). They referred to process writing as a wide variety of
activities that require learners to become involved in pre-planning tasks, planning for
writing, writing, and revising. Such writing activities are part of the process-oriented
approach, which values the process of writing over the final product of work.
Murray (1972) identified the three main stages of process writing which are:
prewriting, writing, and rewriting. Likewise, process writing is defined in this study
as one of the main instructional approaches to writing that places value on the
process of pre-writing, writing, and post-writing along with a fair emphasis on the
final product of writing. The sequence of the process writing activities is not linear as
it is required to serve students’ needs during writing tasks, assist them to write on
their own confidently, and allow them to celebrate the success of their work.
Writing Achievements
Edwards (2010) used the term achievements in his Oxford online dictionary
to refer to the completion of a task using skills, knowledge, and effort. Another
definition in the same online dictionary defines achievements as a process for
fulfilling a task or accomplishing something. In the context of this study, writing
achievements are perceived as writing accomplishments that result from participating
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in writing tasks or assignments that require the use of knowledge, skills, and effort to
demonstrate learning and progress in writing.
Writing Workshops
Writing workshops were defined by Mester (2011) as a daily instructional
activity for writing where learners engage in writing in systematic lessons and
receive guidance about the writing process. This study uses a definition of writing
workshops that is similar to the definitions presented in former studies. Writing
workshops are an interactive instructional method of writing that stem from the
process writing approach and consist of four major components: mini-lessons, guided
writing and/or independent writing time, conference time, and sharing time.
Elementary Schools
In his Oxford online dictionary, Edwards (2010) included two definitions of
elementary schools. In the United States of America (USA), elementary schools are
viewed as the primary stage of learning that includes six or eight early years of
education. In the United Kingdom (UK); however, elementary schools are schools
that educate students of five to thirteen years old. The present study regards
elementary schools as primary schools that mark the beginning of students’
educations starting from kindergartens to fourth-grade as this is the case in the UAE.
1.8 Summary
This chapter introduced the study’s topic, which focuses on the reality of
writing and students’ writing achievements in the elementary public school in Al
Ain, UAE. The ultimate aim of this chapter is to assist readers to become familiar
with the study’s topic and direct their attention to the main purposes of the study.
This chapter consists of eight main sections starting with an overview section and
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detailed descriptions of the problem statement. Other sections relate to the purposes
of the study and research questions. These sections are followed by the significance
of the study, the study’s limitations and delimitations, and definitions of key terms.
The second chapter of the study presents a review and synthesis of the literature of
sociocultural theory (SCT), approaches of learning and teaching writing, the product
writing approach, the process writing approach, and writing workshops. Teachers’
perceptions about using writing workshops and the challenges they encounter in
writing classes are also discussed.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
2.1 Overview
This chapter aims to establish a theoretical framework for the present study
based on the existing theoretical framework and discuss concepts relevant to writing
workshops. The ultimate objective of this chapter is to create an identity for the
present study in order to aid the task of conducting it, discussing and interpreting its
results, and linking it to other studies. This chapter discusses the theoretical
framework and instructional approaches to writing, such as the product and process
of writing.
A large portion of this chapter is devoted to present a brief history of writing
workshops, their definitions, major components, and instructional resources. The
chapter also addresses the impacts and disadvantages of writing workshops in
schools. The subsequent section of the chapter concerns with teachers’ perceptions
and attitudes about learning and teaching writing, the challenges that teachers
encounter in writing classes, and suggestions for writing teachers. The chapter is
concluded with a discussion of the reality of writing workshops in the UAE context
and a summary of the whole chapter. The abovementioned sections are expansive
from extensive to intensive to organize the review process and assist readers’
understanding of the literature concerning with the present study.
Before proceeding to discuss writing workshops, it is important to recall the
purposes of this study. This study is designed to determine the impact of writing
workshops on third-grade students’ writing achievements. It also aims to elicit
English teachers’ perceptions about teaching writing through writing workshops and
identify the challenges that they face when using writing workshops. As English is
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one of the most widely used languages internationally, many students learn English
as a second language at schools. According to Dumlu (2006), writing was considered
to be a different form of language, and it is a significant component of the teaching
and learning process. In reality, writing is an integral part of the life that can be used
in a variety of communication activities (Graham & Hebert, 2011). Writing in a
second language is not an easy task due to the different features of languages. While
one’s native language and second language may differ to some extent, there are also
some similar features among all languages.
We live in a world that changes constantly due to developments in
technology, sciences, and inventions; nothing remains constant. These changes
impact our lives, thinking, and performance. Schools present students with a space to
comprehend and reflect changes in the world and society. In the technological era,
the needs of each generation may be entirely different from those of previous
generations (Oliva & Gordon, 2013).
In addition to the changing trends and reforms in education, there are
variations in educators themselves. Some educators are ready to teach writing
through modern, effective methods that have been supported by the educational
research. On the other hand, other educators believe in the effectiveness of traditional
methods of teaching writing and continue to embrace them in classrooms regardless
of whether such methods are effective for all learners. Many students view writing as
a least favorite activity in which they experience discomfort (Myers & Pough, 2002).
The methods teachers use to teach writing may lead students to form such negative
images of writing.
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Unfortunately, many students do not have a solid writing foundation. They
lack basic writing skills and knowledge as they have not been taught adequately from
the early ages (Brashears, 2006). Such an inadequate foundation makes it difficult for
students to develop proper writing skills later on. Some teachers fail to demonstrate
effective instructional methods of writing as they teach in the same way their
teachers taught them. They might be influenced by their previous writing experiences
and have inadequate training at the tertiary level in terms of how to teach students
writing. Writing does not receive the attention it deserves, although research has
shown that such attention is dedicated to reading and arithmetic (Morgan, 2010).
Fortunately, writing has begun to receive educators’ attention. The
aforementioned issues have placed the spotlight on writing with the aim of making it
a priority in education. These issues have shifted scholars’ and educators’ attention to
further investigate instructional approaches and practices of writing that meet the
needs of twenty-first century learners, including learners of English as a second
language. Educators have tried to explore methods of teaching writing that allow
them to overcome the limitations of previous instructional approaches to writing.
They also aim to prepare learners to communicate effectively through writing and
increase their scores on writing tests. One common instructional approach to writing
is the writing workshop approach.
2.2 Theoretical Framework
Writing workshops have been developed due to the great contributions of
acquisition and learning theories along with various approaches to learning and
teaching writing (Conteh-Morgan, 2002). According to Usó-Juan, Martínez-Flor, and
Palmer-Silveira (2006), the environmentalist and innatist approaches were dominant
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until the 1960s. Since the 1980s; however, the interactionist approach has become
prevalent in the teaching and learning of writing. These theories and approaches to
teaching and learning writing have inspired scholars and educators to explore the
learning methods and practices of teaching a second language. While this study
briefly highlights the place of writing within approaches to learning and teaching
writing, the study is largely informed by Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory (SCT).
2.2.1 Sociocultural Theory (SCT)
Dongyu, Fanyu, and Wanyi (2013) have argued that the sociocultural theory
(SCT) of thinking and language has received the attention of psycholinguists for
years. The theory is a reaction to former theories of behaviorism and cognitivism that
neglect social and cultural factors. In reality, these factors play significant roles in
shaping students’ learning of a language. Lantolf (2000) claimed that SCT has its
root in the work of Vygotsky, a Russian psychologist who advocated the notion of
cultural artifacts. These cultural artifacts organize mediated processes in which
learners are involved while functioning cognitively. When learners participate in
cultural, historical, or linguistic activities that require social interactions with their
family, peers, schools, and other places, they undergo cognitive development.
Lantolf and Beckett (2009) proposed that learners’ cognitive functions develop once
they participate in social activities. Vygotsky’s work makes it clear that in order to
understand learners; their surrounding historical, social, and cultural contexts have to
be examined.
Topçiu and Myftiu (2015) explained that the essence of SCT is individuals’
interactions with society along with cultures and languages. The two researchers
stated that according to Vygotsky, individuals’ cognitive development and learning
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are the results of social interactions. In the early stages of their lives, individuals
completely depend on their parents or caregivers who provide them with instructions
regarding what to do and how to perform tasks. Lantolf (2000) pointed out that in
SCT, humans’ minds are regarded as mediation through which individuals use tools,
signs, and symbols when interacting with the physical world instead of acting
directly on it. Such acts regulate their relationships with others and themselves and
change the world and circumstances in which they live.
The zone of proximal development (ZPD) is a powerful concept from SCT
that is evident in writing workshops. Lantolf and Appel (1994) asserted that ZPD is
the stage at which individuals reach self-regulation. Duff (2007) referred to ZPD as
actions that individuals perform independently and those that individuals perform
with the assistance of others. Similarly, Lantolf (2000) defined ZPD as the difference
between individuals’ abilities to perform independently and the assistance that
individuals need to complete tasks or activities. Lantolf (2000) assumed that ZPD
can be used extensively by educators in particular as a diagnostic tool to assess
learners’ potential and create learning opportunities accordingly. ZPD is a doubledsided tool as it can be used as a “developmental process” and a “conceptual tool” to
understand learners’ capabilities starting from the early years of education (p. 207).
In the same respect, Duff (2007) stressed the fact that ZPD is not only useful
in one specific field as it is present in education, psychology, and other fields.
Educators that use ZPD need to have a clear understanding of individuals’
development, interaction, and learning processes. ZPD may also be viewed as an
assessment tool that presents processes that occur in an individual’s mind. There are
two identified levels of development in ZPD according to Vygotsky. The first level is
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the actual level of individuals’ development in which learners can complete tasks
entirely without the assistance of adults or capable peers. The other developmental
level is the potential level, which is indeed challenging for learners and requires
assistance to be completed successfully (Dongyu, Fanyu, & Wanyi, 2013).
Another fundamental concept in SCT that is reflected in writing workshops is
scaffolding, which is related to the concept of ZPD. Bodrova and Leong (2001)
identified scaffolding as a stage of transition from depending on others to becoming
independent. It involves competent adults or peers assisting less competent learners
to find solutions to problems. Researchers view scaffolding as a tool or aid that is
provided by capable adults or peers to help less capable learners to perform
independently in tasks. In addition, some researchers have argued that in order to
provide effective scaffolding for learners, adults or peers need to be competent and
skillful and the type of assistance and support that is provided have to be of high
quality. Such suggestions help learners become more confident in performing tasks
on their own without the assistance of others. Another noteworthy observation is that
experienced adults or peers need to be informed about less experienced learners’
actual levels of abilities to provide assistance and support at the right level.
Ormrod (2014) believed that scaffolding assists learners to complete
challenging tasks and assignments with competent adults or peers in instructional
contexts. The type of scaffolding learners receives varies according to learners’
actual abilities. In other words, some learners may need less help, while others may
need more help. In addition, learners may need more support and assistance from
teachers at earlier stages to accomplish tasks. Eventually, once learners become more
confident, the scaffolding that is provided by teachers becomes less frequent and may
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fade altogether once learners become independent and confident. Ormrod (2014)
presented multiple examples of scaffolding in classrooms that can be provided by
teachers or more capable adults or peers. For instance, when students are required to
perform complex tasks, teachers can divide tasks into smaller activities and make the
goals of such activities attainable and simple.
2.2.2 The Environmentalist Approach to Learning and Teaching Writing
According to Usó-Juan, Martínez-Flor, and Palmer-Silveira (2006), the
environmentalist approach was dominant until the end of the 1960s. At that time,
writing was a neglected skill and received little attention. The main emphasis was on
learning the spoken forms of languages. Language learning was viewed as drills or
exercises. Students’ learning was reinforced in a manner similar to the concept of
stimulus-response relationships in behaviorism, which stresses things that can be
observed and measured (Ormrod, 2014).
Another significant feature of the environmentalist approach is that writing is
viewed as a reinforcement and rehearsal for grammar and vocabulary. Teachers’
main intentions were to ensure that students learned languages accurately rather than
that they acquire fluency; thus, pressure was placed on students to produce the
correct forms of sentences. Students were required to imitate teachers’ writing styles
and write texts that were free of errors and similar to those provided by teachers.
However, some educators were concerned about the environmentalist approach to
writing and searched for other approaches that consider writing as a language skill
(Usó-Juan, Martínez-Flor, & Palmer-Silveira, 2006).
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2.2.3 The Innatist Approach to Learning and Teaching Writing
The innatist approach is closely related to Chomsky’s theory that highlights
the importance of learners’ minds in the learning process (Conteh-Morgan, 2002).
According to Usó-Juan, Martínez-Flor, and Palmer-Silveira (2006), the innatist
approach shifted its focus to the development of texts rather than stressing the form
of language. Researchers began to view learners as active individuals and became
more interested in the internal process of learners’ minds during writing.
Subsequently, writing began to be regarded as an active, complex, and recursive
process. Research shows that writing is learned by learners themselves instead of
being taught by teachers.
Students are now encouraged to be more active in their own learning and
effectively generate ideas for their writing. Students are able to write, edit, and
publish their work independently. The advocators of the innate theory value
individuals’ mental abilities when it comes to acquiring a language. The innatist
views individuals as active learners who are involved in mental processes in order to
learn a language (Conteh-Morgan, 2002; Suharno, 2010). In contrast to the
environmentalist approach, the innatist approach asserts that making errors while
writing is a natural step and errors are corrected in the final stage of writing. This
approach was the first to initiate the shift from product writing to process writing.
However, it does not consider the sociocultural aspects involved when learners
participate in writing.
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2.2.4 The Interactionist Approach to Learning and Teaching Writing
Usó-Juan, Martínez-Flor, and Palmer-Silveira (2006) claimed that the late
1970s marked the beginning of the interactionist approach, which focuses on the
sociocultural context. In this approach, researchers view the process of learning to
write beyond the forms of sentences to include social and cultural contexts. The
interactionist approach allows learners to refer back to their knowledge of the
different forms and structures of texts to make writing clearer. This approach views
writing as creative and dynamic, but a contextualized process of learning similar to
the innatist approach. According to Conteh-Morgan (2002), interactionist highly
recommend teachers to use language and learning materials in real-world, authentic
settings rather than simulations to enable learners to learn languages in
communicative ways. When learners participate in intense discussions and
communication about their writing, their writing may improve extensively.
2.3 Writing Instructional Approaches
Due to the increasing demand for writing skills as principal skills in language
communication, more emphasis is being given to how to teach it effectively to match
the needs of twenty-first century students. A review of former studies made it clear
that there are two approaches to teaching language that are widely implemented: the
product and process approach. Educators have debated about these two approaches
over decades. The proponents of traditional teaching methods have called to focus on
the product approach, whereas the advocates of the process approach have stressed to
use it in classrooms starting with young learners. Each of these approaches is
influenced by the major principles and practices of educational theories. The
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following section provides readers with a comprehensive image of these dominant
instructional approaches to writing.
2.3.1 An Overview of Product Writing
Many educators have attempted to define the product writing approach
according to the context in which it is used. For instance, Steele (2004) referred to
product writing as a traditional approach in which students imitate a given model text
and then try to produce a similar text with a focus on the quality of their writing. As
it is signified by the name of the approach, most emphasis is placed on the product of
writing. Badger and White (2000) regarded product writing as an explicit approach
that is concerned with the structure of a language and the writing development of
learners through the imitation of model texts. Cutler and Graham (2008) stated that
traditional instruction in writing, including product writing, is a systematic and
explicit approach that focuses on writing mechanisms.
Principles of Product Writing
Steele (2004) identified the underlying principles that structure the product
writing approach: in general, students are required to imitate their mentors’ texts in
their own writing. Another core principle of this approach is that the way in which
ideas are organized in writing is more significant than the quality of the ideas
themselves. Learners have to write together and submit their drafts to their teachers.
Each student has one draft of writing, and teachers prefer to make students work
individually. The main focus of writing skills is the product of writing, and texts are
more important than writers themselves or the process of writing. In reality, both
writers and writing processes are generally disregarded in this approach. Writing is
conceived of as a linear process that students undertake through a series of writing
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stages in order to finish writing at the same time. In this approach, writing is viewed
as an isolated skill and is given little attention compared to that given to other
literacy skills.
Stages of Product Writing
Steele (2004) presented a detailed outline of the product writing approach,
which consists of four stages. In the first stage, students are given model texts that
they have to read and analyze to determine the genre and its important features under
their teachers’ guidance. The second stage highlights the features of texts that need to
be practiced by students independently, with teachers observing their practices. In the
third stage, students are expected to organize ideas, which are considered highly
important in this approach. In the last stage, students start writing their final draft,
which is expected to be similar to their mentors’ texts, and teachers grade them at the
end of the writing class.
Advantages and Disadvantages of Product Writing
Badger and White (2000) stated that the advantage of product writing is that
it recognizes learners’ needs since teachers provide them with adequate knowledge
about model texts. Such frequent practices can increase students’ writing accuracy
and the quality of their writing as they receive knowledge about writing mechanisms.
Another advantage is that this approach considers that learners are able to learn
through imitation no matter of their ages. Imitating model texts allows students to
produce similar texts with a probability of making fewer errors relate to writing
mechanisms.
On the contrary, Badger and White (2000) listed some disadvantages of the
product approach in terms of little attention it pays to the planning stage, which is an
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important prerequisite for starting to write. In this approach, teachers do not consider
students’ previous knowledge or the writing skills that they bring to the classroom.
This is because the main focus of the product approach is imitating features of model
texts instead of building on students’ knowledge. Students may thus become
imitators rather than creative writers as they may worry about making errors and the
accuracy of their writing more than their writing creativity.
2.3.2 An Overview of Process Writing
Dumlu (2006) noted that writing instruction was not integrated with other
subjects or skills until the 1970s; until then, writing was taught in isolation. Prior to
the introduction of the process writing approach, writing was not taught frequently.
Educators and teachers considered writing as an act of repetition, imitation, drills,
and practices. Teachers themselves had little knowledge about effective instructional
methods of writing and the ways in which learners have to learn writing. The process
writing approach is influenced by the philosophy of the whole language, which
values teaching functional writing in meaningful contexts to increase students’
motivation during the learning process (Bergeron, 1990).
The 1970s and 1980s marked a revolution in writing education as scholars
and educators started to embrace the process writing approach. This shift was a
reaction to the traditional approaches to writing as Kroll (1990) claimed. Educators
were not satisfied with the traditional instructional methods as they failed to enhance
students’ thoughts, writing, or creative thinking. Poindexter and Oliver (1999)
pointed out that educators’ attention shifted to writing contents rather than writing
styles. In addition, teachers were inspired to take on the process writing approach
because they were dissatisfied with their own writing instruction and aspired to
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change their teaching practices. Deqi (2005) reported that increasing numbers of
students who speak English as a second language join higher education institutions in
which they are required to read and write in English.
Definitions of Process Writing
The process writing approach is more contemporary than the product writing
approach. Scholars and educators disagree on a single definition of process writing.
For instance, Steele (2004) considered process writing as a teaching approach that
stresses classroom-based instructional activities that aim to enhance learners’ use of a
language, planning, discussing, and prewriting. Hasan and Akhand (2010) defined
the nature of process writing as recursive and cyclical; it does not take place in order.
Charlton (2015) stated that process writing is a continuous recursive process rather
than a linear process. Learners can go back and forth through stages of process
writing whenever necessary until they publish their work. Attention in the process
writing approach is directed at writers and writing processes instead of solely on
texts. Writing is generally regarded as an act of communication that is not
predictable or transcribed.
Principles of Process Writing
Graham and Sandmel (2011) presented a number of underlying assumptions
that are common in the process writing approach. In process writing classes, students
are involved in the activities of planning, translating, and reviewing. Students choose
their own writing topics and write for real audiences over a period of time, which
ultimately gives them a sense of ownership and responsibility over their writing.
In addition, students have to edit their work and their classmates’ work,
receive feedback from teachers and colleagues, and share their writing with others.
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Most importantly, students learn in safe, supportive learning environments that
reflect individualized instructions. Steele (2004) added that process writing involves
creative processes and more than one draft of writing. Mentor texts are used for
comparison rather than for imitation, and ideas are viewed as starting points for
writing. There is an emphasis on the type of themes and texts used in writing along
with purposes of writing.
Stages of Process Writing
Steele (2004) claimed that process writing consists of a number of stages in
which writing takes place. Typically, there are three or more stages depending on the
ages of learners. As an example, Murray (1972) presented three main stages of
process writing comprising prewriting, writing, and rewriting. Dumlu (2006) listed
the components of process writing which are: contents of writing lessons, writing
drafts, editing, revising, conferencing, evaluating, and the purpose of evaluation.
Similarly, Donoghue (2008) added two more stages of process writing to those
proposed by Dumlu (2006) to include prewriting and publishing. Steele (2004)
identified eight stages of process writing that were labeled by Hasan and Akhand
(2010) as brainstorming, planning or structuring, mind mapping, writing the first
draft, peers’ feedback, editing, final drafts, evaluation, and teachers’ feedback.
Advantages of Process Writing
Several studies have attempted to explore the effectiveness of process
writing. For example, Ariza Martínez (2005) revealed that using pictures with
writing tasks helps students write more than using words only. The researcher also
found that simple, short, and direct writing tasks enable students to become more
involved in writing. The same study mentioned other advantages of the process
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writing approach, such as it values the process of writing, makes writing enjoyable,
learners write for real readers, and teachers play the roles of facilitators, monitors,
readers, etc. Students also learn various writing techniques and have plenty of
opportunities to collaborate, interact, and share their writing.
Additionally, the mechanisms of writing are not the main focus of process
writing; rather, they are tools that foster students’ writing. Students receive
continuous feedback and evaluation while writing, and most importantly classroom
environments are supportive, motivating, and collaborative. Onozawa (2010)
reported that process writing gives students room to experiment with writing on their
own and attempt complex stages of the process of writing. Another advantage of
process writing that was listed by Hasan and Akhand (2010) is that when combining
both approaches in teaching writing, students outperform their peers who are only
instructed through one of these approaches.
Disadvantages of Process Writing
Silva (1990) highlighted a number of disadvantages pertaining to process
writing, such as its inability to deal with some issues that are relevant to secondlanguage writing. Opponents of process writing question the ability of the approach
to adequately prepare students for academic writing because process writing does not
emphasize the mechanisms of students’ writing to make it more accurate. Hasan and
Akhand (2010) noticed that students who use process writing are not able to
brainstorm or organize ideas coherently. Some students find it difficult to think about
important points relevant to their writing topics even after practicing this exercise
several times. Other students face the difficulty of writing topic sentences for their
paragraphs even though they are exposed to them many times. In the same regard,
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Gomez, Parker, Lara-Alecio, and Gomez (1996) demonstrated that students who
learn structured writing progress more in writing than students who learn free
writing.
2.4 An Overview of Writing Workshops
Writing workshops, which are known by various names like writers’
workshops and classroom literacy workshops, are driven from the process writing
approach and the whole language approach (Portocarrero & Bergin, 1997). Process
writing is not commonly taught in schools due to teachers’ lack of knowledge of
teaching methods of writing. Charlton (2015) claimed that writing workshops are
absolutely the best example of process writing. Such workshops are the result of
major contributions of process writing pioneers who publish a series of books and
conduct studies about writing workshops. The pioneers of writing workshops are:
“Donald Murray, Donald Graves, Lucy Calkins, and Nancie Atwell” and other
subsequent educators (Strech, 1994, p. 11).

2.4.1 Definitions of Writing Workshops
A number of scholars and educators have attempted to define writing
workshops based on the contexts in which they have been used. Strech (1994)
defined writing workshops as an instructional method that emphasizes the process of
writing. Students actively choose writing topics and write for different purposes at
their own pace. Students also confer with teachers regarding their writing in writing
workshops. This instructional approach requires students to utilize the four literacy
skills of reading, writing, listening, and speaking along with the process of writing.
Another definition of writing workshops was provided by Charlton (2015) is writing
workshops were regarded as an instructional method of writing in which teachers
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design mini-lessons to teach specific writing skills, while students have the total
freedom to write about their topics of interest. Both teachers and students act as
coworkers and co-facilitators. Students can receive individualized instructions during
the editing process.
Likewise, Donoghue (2008) perceived writing workshops as an instructional
approach to writing in which process writing is implemented on a regular basis.
Salem (2013) viewed writing workshops as a teaching method employs the process
approach in which students learn writing in meaningful environments. Salem
emphasized the nature of social contexts when students are involved in writing
workshops. The majority of educators defined writing workshops with an emphasis
on encouraging students to be responsible for their writing and giving them more
freedom. Students may write about different topics, spend time writing thoughtfully,
and take risks while experimenting with writing. In practical terms, students can
undergo the same experiences as real writers. Writing workshops attempt to make
students rather than teachers the center of writing.
2.4.2 Components of Writing Workshops
Writing workshops are similar to the process writing approach as both
include a number of common stages or components that learners undergo to practice
writing processes. For instance, Pollington, Wilcox, and Morrison (2001) stated that
writing workshops constitute main components with slight variations according to
the educators who implement them. According to these three researchers, the main
components of writing workshops are: mini-lessons, writing time, and share time. In
contrast, other educators may include other components of writing workshops like
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conference time and guided or independent writing time. The following section
provides a detailed description of the main components of writing workshops.
Mini-lessons Time
Mini-lessons time is the first component of writing workshops as they mark
their beginning. According to Lain, Fink, and Frey (2007), mini-lessons are the brain
of writing workshops. Mini-lessons typically last for 5 to 15 minutes, depending on
the ages of learners and the types of writing skills and strategies that teachers include
in the writing task. Mini-lessons are conducted in a group format frequently when
students form a circle around their teachers by sitting on the floor. The planning
phase follows mini-lessons. In this phase, students take time to plan for their writing
(Strech, 1994; Donoghue, 2008).
Brown (2010) added a further explanation for mini-lessons by stating that
teachers use interactive models to demonstrate conventions of writing to students.
Lain, Fink, and Frey (2007) included an inspiring experience of a veteran English
teacher who structured writing workshops for her students. In mini-lessons, she used
published authors’ writing and students’ work, provided her students with editing
tips and explanations about structures of texts, and introduced modes of writing.
Troia, Lin, Cohen, and Monroe (2011) argued that mini-lessons can include various
areas of writing focus, such as process writing, writing skills, and compositional
skills.
Similarly, Jones (2015) briefly presented the components of writing
workshops that are very similar to the components that were mentioned earlier by
Troia, Lin, Cohen, and Monroe (2011). Mini-lessons involve brainstorming and
asking questions to help students become familiar with writing topics. Teachers can
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provide students with models of the elements of good writing as well as examples of
the focal points of the lesson. Myers and Pough (2002) stated that teachers can
demonstrate writing to students as this is a significant step in teaching writing. This
may involve teachers thinking aloud while writing in front of students to show them
how authors may think during writing and what they may possibly write about. This
provides teachers with greater opportunities to structure explicit instructions for
students on elements they need to learn about, such as writing standards, skills,
strategies, sentences organization, and topics. Morgan (2010) elaborated on the
effectiveness of mini-lessons by stating that they allow teachers to understand
students better, comprehend the ways in which students learn, and consider how to
better teach them.
Independent and Guided Writing Time
Writing time is the second main component of writing workshops. In this
activity, students experiment writing on their own as they go through different stages
of process writing (Donoghue, 2008). Strech (1994) estimated that students spend 20
to 30 minutes of writing during writing time, depending on their ages and grade
levels. Young learners spend less time writing as they have shorter attention spans,
while older learners spend a longer time in writing as they may write with
complexity and thoughtfulness. Some educators choose to confer with students who
finish writing early during writing time. Jones (2015) stressed that students have to
be free to choose the location in which they write in the classroom, the topics of their
writing, and the materials they may use in writing. They can write on their own, with
peers, or in a group. In addition, teachers may walk around the classroom during
writing time to observe the range of students’ behaviors that are involved in writing
(Donoghue, 2008).
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Conference Time
After writing time, teachers confer with students about their writing and
provide them with feedback and comments to improve their writing during
conference time. This may sometimes refer to as a teacher-student conference. Lain,
Fink, and Frey (2007) regarded conference time as the heart of writing workshops.
Teachers’ role during conference time is not to eradicate errors; rather, teachers act
as facilitators to guide students’ thinking about the strengths and weaknesses of their
writing and how it may be improved (Strech, 1994).
Calkins (1986) stated that teachers vary in their reasons for conferring with
students. Some teachers may focus on either editing or evaluating writing, while
others focus on the design, the process of writing, or a combination of both (as cited
in Strech, 1994). The time spent in conferences differs depending on students’ ages
and grade levels. Conference time may take a minimum of two to three minutes or
more than seven minutes. Lain, Fink, and Frey (2007) anticipated that while students
work on their final drafts, they can edit their work by themselves, with teachers, or
peers. Students’ roles are not only to receive feedback and comments, but also to edit
and revise their writing based on teachers’ feedback and comments (Charlton, 2015).
Gabrielatos (2002) suggested three steps teachers can take to optimize the
effectiveness of giving feedback. Teachers need to bear in mind the individuals to
whom they are providing feedback, the main purpose of feedback, and how to give it.
Similarly, Donoghue (2008) listed a number of steps teachers may follow during
conference time. Teachers have to listen carefully while students talk about their
writing pieces to identify their actual intentions. They can discuss the ways in which
students may improve their writing and the areas that need to be addressed. Teachers
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have to instruct students about how to improve their writing by focusing on one or
two writing skills or strategies at a time. Before ending the conference, teachers can
write a plan as a next step and record that plan for coming conferences.
Share Writing Time
The last component of writing workshops is share writing time. It is generally
conducted with the whole class. Students share their work and discuss their
classmates’ writing. Usually two to three students share their writing with the whole
class when they are on the floor sitting as a circle. This takes up to ten minutes, and it
is sometimes known as a time for group sharing (Strech, 1994). Jones (2015) stated
that students have the options of either sharing their work formally during the author
chair’s time or informally with peers in small groups. Sharing work may foster
students’ sense of belonging to their classroom (Troia, Lin, Cohen, & Monroe,
2011). Students may feel the joy of ownership and the success of celebrating their
work. Eventually, as they share, their confidence and self-esteem may be boosted,
and they may sense the value of their work as others appreciate it. In addition,
students may have the chance to see how teachers model giving and receiving
comments and feedback regarding writing pieces (Donoghue, 2008).
2.4.3 Instructional Resources for Writing Workshops
The discussion of the components of writing workshops helps us consider the
resources and materials teachers and students may use during writing classes.
Ylvisaker (1980) listed a series of resources and supplies that can be used during
writing workshops, such as stationery items, white papers, colorful papers, and cards
of different sizes. Classrooms can be equipped with tape recorders, overhead
projectors, computers, scanners, books, stories, dictionaries, games, puzzles, and
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journals. However, the abovementioned resources and supplies differ across schools.
Some teachers may have more resources than others depending on the budget of their
schools.
Similarly, Donoghue (2008) suggested that teachers have to prepare
materials, resources, and supplies of writing workshops ahead of time and organize
them to increase their effectiveness. Students have to be responsible for using and
putting away resources at the end of writing classes. The researcher provided a
comprehensive similar list of materials that are needed for writing workshops along
with those mentioned above like bookmaking supplies, notebooks, writing folders,
portfolios, reference materials, and boards to display works. Certainly, the teaching
and learning materials and supplies that may be used in writing workshops are not
limited to those mentioned above. The list of resources and supplies may be endless.
Teachers can use everything available around them in writing classes.
2.4.4 The Impact of Writing Workshops on Kindergarten Students
Many educators have investigated the use of writing workshops in
kindergartens. For instance, Mester (2011) reported positive results in a study that
examined the impact of two writing instructional methods on kindergarten students’
writing achievements. The study took place in a public school located in the USA,
and participants were 90 kindergarten students along with six teachers. A
nonequivalent control group design was used. Students were divided equally into the
control and experimental group with 45 students in each group. The control group
students were taught by the traditional instructional methods, while the experimental
group students were instructed through writing workshops. The study used only one
method to collect data in the form of a pre-post writing test. The result of the study
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revealed that writing workshops increase students’ writing achievements as the
experimental group students score higher than the control group.
To increase the effectiveness of the study of Mester (2011), more than one
research question would have been helpful to widen the study’s focus. In addition,
since the study is a scholarly work, it would be better to avoid using the first-person
pronoun “I”. The purpose of the study could be stated at the end of the problem
statement along with a statement of how the study may contribute to the literature
and educational practices and policies.
Snyders and Bahnson (2014) carried out a qualitative study to determine
kindergarten students’ identity, self-esteem, and development as writers using
writing workshops. The study took place in a school located in the northern USA.
The teacher-researcher along with two female students and one male student
participated in a kindergarten writing program for three days per week. The study
triangulated data collection instruments by using interviews, teacher students’
conferences, and writing samples. It was concluded that writing workshops form
kindergarten students’ self-efficacy and growth as independent writers.
2.4.5 The Impact of Writing Workshops on Elementary Students
In addition to the kindergarten context, various educators have shown interest
in exploring the impact of writing workshops in the elementary school context. The
results of Singagliese (2012) support the results of previous studies regarding the use
of writing workshops. The mixed action study of Singagliese (2012) was designed to
test the impact of writing workshops on students’ writing achievements, attitudes
towards writing, teachers’ attitudes towards writing, and instructional practices. The
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participants of the study were 95 students from kindergarten to eighth-grade,
teachers, parents, a language arts coordinator, mentor students, and a colleague from
a college. A two-month period was assigned to carry out the study. A wide range of
instruments was used to collect the study data, namely pre-post writing tests,
students’ surveys, teachers’ surveys, teachers’ interviews, teachers’ observations, and
parents’ focus group interviews.
The study concluded that students show growth in conveying messages,
applying conventional skills, showing their writing voice, and writing in structured
and organized ways. Students are able to generate ideas and manage sentences
fluency as well as increase their willingness to continue writing at homes and their
involvement in writing. Teachers show positive attitudes towards teaching writing
and teachers’ instructional practices underpin the principles of writing workshops.
Teachers increase the use of mini-lessons and modeling strategies and integrate
strategies from writing workshops across other subjects. They also value the social
aspect of writing workshops in writing classes. Although kindergarten and secondgrade students’ abilities to discuss their attitudes and perceptions regarding the use of
writing workshops may be called into question, it can be assumed that older students
find it easy to present their perceptions and attitudes towards teaching methods.
In the same regard, Jasmine and Weiner (2007) collaboratively conducted a
mixed-method study to figure out how the process of writing, and conferencing in
particular, assists first-grade learners to become independent writers. The data for
this study were collected through observation checklists, Likert-type pre-post
surveys, portfolios, rubrics, and interviews. The study was implemented in an
elementary school and examined a class of 21 first-graders. The results demonstrated
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an increase in students’ enjoyment of writing. In addition, several students view
writing as a difficult task, although they become aware of the process of writing.
Students increase their tendency to share their work with peers and prefer their peers’
revisions more than their peers’ editing, but they enjoy both activities. Some firstgraders struggle, while some of them improve in editing and revising tasks.
This study would benefit from including more detailed demographic
information about participants, including whether any special-needs students were
involved in the study. Researchers could also improve the study by stating how the
sample was chosen and whether or not it was representative of the larger population.
This information would assist readers to decide whether the study’s results are
applicable to other contexts and the extent to which the results are valid and reliable.
Similarly, in 2015, a study was conducted by Seban and Tavsanli to indicate
the role of writing workshops in forming the writing identify of second-graders. The
study took place in a middle-class town in Turkey. Data were mainly collected by
interviews, which were recorded and transcribed. A class of 27 second-graders
participated in the study as well as a teacher who had less than a decade of teaching
experience. The results of the study concluded that writing workshops help secondgraders form a writing identity and assist them to participate more in learning the
practices of writing.
Charlton (2015) carried out a quantitative study to determine whether writing
workshops increase elementary students’ writing attitude, self-efficiency, and
motivation. In the study, writing workshops were used as an intervention for secondand fourth-graders who were part of the experiment group. Members of the
experiment group were taught by writing workshops alongside the regular writing
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instruction. However, third-graders represented the control group and were instructed
through only the regular writing instruction for a period of 16 weeks. The combined
groups included 49 participants. A convenience sampling was utilized to select
participants. The survey was given as a pre-posttest consisting of 28 Likert-type
questions and six open-ended questions. The study’s results showed that students
who were taught by writing workshops have higher attitudes and motivation as well
as self-efficiency compared to those who were part of the regular writing instruction.
The study of Charlton (2015) could be improved further if the survey was
distributed equally among the three constructs of the study to obtain comprehensive
results instead of focusing on one construct more than others. In addition, the
experiment groups could be taught through writing workshops only rather than
teaching them with two instructional methods. This procedure would demonstrate
whether or not the results of the study could be attributed to the implementation of
writing workshops.
In short, a close examination of studies that have investigated the impact of
writing workshops in kindergartens and elementary schools may help in identifying
several advantages of writing workshops, which revolve around students’ writing
achievements, identity, self-esteem, motivation, and attitude. Both Mester (2011) and
Singagliese (2012) investigated the impact of writing workshops on students’ writing
achievements. However, Singagliese (2012) further explored students’ attitudes,
teachers’ attitudes towards writing, and instructional methods of writing. The latter
study was more comprehensive than the study of Mester (2011), which was
conducted within a kindergarten context only. In addition, the results of Charlton
(2015) and Seban and Tavsanli (2015) support the results of Snyders and Bahnson
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(2014) and Fu and Shelton (2007) regarding the ways in which writing workshops
form students’ identities as writers. Jasmine and Weiner (2007) reported that writing
workshops increase the self-efficiency and motivation of kindergarten students,
elementary students, and even special needs students.
2.4.6 The Impact of Writing Workshops on Students with Learning Difficulties
Writing workshops have also appeared to be effective for students with
learning difficulties. The case study of Fu and Shelton (2007) was designed to
investigate the impact of writing workshops on special needs students with learning
difficulties. These students were receiving special education services and were
integrated in a regular classroom setting with other fourth-graders. The study took
place in a school in the USA over a period of four months and a half. The purpose of
the study was to explore how special needs students develop as writers and how
writing workshops create a learning environment that is highly individualized for
writers. The number of total participants was 24 students and nine of whom were
special-needs students. The teachers instructed students through writing workshops
for 50 minutes daily.
The study reported a series of advantages in favor of writing workshops.
Writing workshops are able to provide a structure of individualized instructions for
special needs students. Writing workshops enhance students’ social and language
skills and enable students to grow as writers. Students have plenty of opportunities to
work collaboratively in a safe, relaxing learning environment, and they are able to
choose their own topics of interests to write about. The study found that writing
workshops are a flexible teaching method of writing that interactively meets the
needs of different learners.
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2.4.7 Disadvantages of Writing Workshops
The following studies agreed that writing workshops were not effective for
students. Pollington, Wilcox, and Morrison (2001) were interested in comparing the
self-efficiency of writing of two groups of fourth and fifth-grade students. The
experimental group was taught through writing workshops, whereas the control
group was instructed by the traditional writing instruction. The study was conducted
in a countryside elementary school in Utah, USA. A stratified random sampling
technique was employed to select participants for the study. Writing workshops
included 61 fourth and fifth-graders, whereas the traditional instruction classes
comprised 69 students. Multiple data collection instruments were used to collect
data. The study showed no considerable difference between the scores of the two
groups that were instructed differently. The researchers claimed that teachers
themselves were more influential than the teaching methods on students’ selfefficiency of writing.
The results of the study would be more valid and reliable if the researchers
had conducted a pre-post writing test to compare results and draw conclusions.
Relying only on the results of the posttest does not engender adequate evidence to
show significant differences between both groups of students. The researchers stated
that the stratified sampling technique was used to divide students into groups by
levels; however, the researchers did not identify whether this was a proportional or
non-proportional stratified sampling technique. This simple clarification would show
readers whether the researchers valued comparing the groups of the study or
reflecting the representation of the population within the study sample.
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Another similar study was conducted by Jones (2015) in an elementary
school located in the western USA. The study intended to investigate and compare
the effectiveness of three widely implemented instructional methods of writing in
terms of developing basic and compositional skills of writing for young learners. The
sample of the study consisted of six kindergarten teachers and 112 kindergarteners.
Both teachers and students were randomly assigned to one of the instructional
methods of writing. Data were collected in the form of a pre-post writing test.
The study’s results are similar to the results of Pollington, Wilcox, and
Morrison (2001) as it found that there are no noticeable differences in students’
writing achievements. On the other hand, the study partially contradicts the study of
Pollington, Wilcox, and Morrison (2001) in one aspect that relates to compositional
skills of writing. This is because the study of Jones (2015) noted considerable
differences in the development of compositional skills from the pretest to the posttest
in favor of students who are taught by writing workshops and interactive writing.
The study’s results may have been more valid and reliable if the study had used more
than one of data collection instruments.
Similarly, Sudol and Sudol (1991) brought various disadvantages of writing
workshops to educators’ attention. For example, writing workshops cannot provide
teachers with effective strategies to work with students who are off-tasks or those
who have behavior problems. Another disadvantage is that writing workshop classes
require a large block of time from the daily instruction time that may otherwise be
assigned to other curriculum areas. Teachers are responsible for covering a number
of learning outcomes and standards that are assigned by the MOE or educational
departments. They may feel overwhelmed by the fact that writing workshops take a
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large block of teaching time that can be spent on instructing students in other
subjects.
2.5 Teachers’ Perceptions and Attitudes towards Learning and Teaching
Writing
Teachers bring their beliefs, attitudes, perceptions, and experiences to the
classroom. All of these factors are reflected in their teaching practices. Charlton
(2015) claimed that students’ literacy and achievements can be greatly influenced by
their teachers’ beliefs and attitudes. Fry and Griffin (2010) referred to the impact of
teachers’ beliefs, perceptions, and attitudes on their choice of writing instructional
methods and the frequency of teaching writing. Teachers’ previous experiences also
influence their perceptions and attitudes towards learning and teaching writing
(Tabacbnick & Zeichner, 1984). The following studies have examined variances in
teachers’ perceptions and attitudes towards writing and the teaching methods they
employed, including writing workshops.
Dumlu (2006) investigated teachers’ beliefs about teaching students writing
and teachers’ writing practices. The study also explored the extent to which teachers’
writing beliefs and practices reflect the process writing approach and factors that
influence those beliefs and practices. The semi-structured interviews and
observations were used to collect data from six teachers who were selected through
surveys from five schools. The study revealed variations in teachers’ perceptions
regarding teaching writing. The study also identified contradictions between
teachers’ beliefs and practices. Teachers often teach through skills-based practices,
but they report that they believe in the process writing approach. Teachers of the
same beliefs have various perceptions and attitudes and teach writing differently.
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The results of the study were reported under three headings. A more effective
method could have involved by organizing these headings to correspond to the
research questions as the researcher might answer and discuss each research
question. However, the study’s results were summarized and interpreted in a
comprehensive, thoughtful way.
Simmerman et al (2012) collaboratively designed a mixed-method study to
examine the ways in which teachers resemble themselves as writers and factors that
influence them as writing teachers. A Stratified random sampling was utilized to
choose 177 teachers from the kindergarten to sixth-grade as participants of the study.
The study used a survey that had 55 Likert scale items and included extra items that
required teachers to evaluate themselves as writers.
The study’s results showed that teachers appreciate writing instructions,
although they do not necessarily use them in the classroom setting. There are
significant differences in teachers’ responses as experienced teachers teach spelling
more often than new teachers. At the same time, there are contradictions among
teachers as they advocate writing as a daily practice, though this is not reflected in
their teaching practices. This study powerfully examined the gap highlighted by
previous studies. The study could be improved by citing the exact numbers of
teachers who responded to survey items instead of using terms like “the majority of
teachers”, which may be interpreted differently by different readers.
Uddin (2016) explored teachers’ views of writing and how teachers’ roles
changed over the course of the study. Two teachers participated in the case study
with ten students in each class. The study took place over a period of five months in
an elementary school located in in the central region of Canada. Data from the study
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were collected by several sources. It was concluded that some teachers view writing
as a flexible task. Teachers in this study hand over ownership of writing to students,
turn writing lessons into hands-on interactive lessons, and provide students with
conventional and reader-based feedback. Teachers are also motivated to change their
views of teaching writing due to their desire to modify their own writing practices.
This study could be improved if the researcher avoided using the first-person
pronoun “I” when writing an academic work and instead used a third-person
pronoun. The researcher could also have included more than two teachers as
participants in the study. For instance, one or two teachers from each grade level
could be included to present a range of comprehensive views of writing across grade
levels.
Another qualitative study was conducted by Brashears (2006) in an
elementary school in Tennessee, USA. The researcher attempted to elicit teachers’
explanations for some students’ inability to achieve beyond the average level in
writing tests and the other reasons for students succeed in writing. The study used
different instruments to collect data. There were 22 teachers at levels varying from
kindergarten to fifth-grade, and five educators with different specialties. The
researcher referred to Foster (1999) who listed a number of reasons for low writing
scores. First, teachers themselves may not consider writing as part of their daily
practice. They lack knowledge regarding the implementation of changes that they
have learned about writing practices that are recommended by KERA. In addition,
teachers receive insufficient training in terms of teaching writing and more teaching
time is assigned to other subjects.
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Brashears (2006) indicated that students score low in writing due to low
socioeconomic status, students’ writing abilities, unsuitable test guidelines, and an
inadequate foundation of writing. On the contrary, success is evident once KERA is
implemented. Teachers begin to teach writing as a process, have the chance to
examine their writing practices, and can track students’ progress. Teachers start to
acknowledge authors’ different purposes of writing and audiences and alter their
perspectives on writing. This journal article would be more valid if the researcher
added sections that are necessary in any educational research, such as a literature
review, problem statement, purposes of the study, and other sections, to enable
readers to gain a full understanding of whether a similar study could be carried out in
other contexts.
Reflecting on previous studies, Dumlu (2006) examined teachers’ beliefs
towards teaching writing and their writing practices, while Simmerman et al (2012)
explored factors that influence teachers themselves. It was found that while some
teachers hold beliefs, perceptions, and attitudes towards a certain teaching method of
writing, their teaching practices may either not reflect that method or reflect it
partially. In terms of teachers’ perceptions and attitudes towards trying different
instructional methods of writing, they are likely to have positive perceptions and
attitudes. Some teachers are still unsure of their abilities to revise and edit writing,
encourage students to generate ideas, give feedback, and participate in writing. Some
teachers are also not sure of how to teach writing skills and strategies properly.
It is worth considering the ways in which experienced and new teachers may
vary in their beliefs and preferences when it comes to teaching writing in classrooms.
Experienced teachers are more likely to value the mechanisms of writing. They focus
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on spelling, sentence structures, punctuation, and vocabulary. When teachers present
their perceptions about the process writing approach, they state that they view
writing as student-centered.
2.6 Challenges of Implementing Writing Workshops
Myers and Pough (2002) reported a number of challenges are associated with
writing workshops. One of the challenges teacher-researchers faced when starting
writing workshops was the difficulty of managing the classroom and keeping
students engaged in tasks of writing. Another challenge was teacher-researchers felt
alone as they progressed through writing workshops. In other words, it was difficult
for them to meet with other teachers to discuss their successes and challenges and
receive needed support due to the duties of teaching and different class schedules.
They highlighted the critical fact that writing takes time to be conducted properly as
it cannot be happened all at once. Even writing processes require time to be
completed adequately. The more time learners invest in writing, the more they can
refine their writing.
Hansen (2002) addressed the challenges of conducting writing workshops. It
was very challenging for her to teach writing as she did not know what she was
supposed to do as a writing teacher. She knew nothing about how to confer with
students, how to plan mini-lessons, or how to ask students questions to improve their
writing. She mentioned that two of the biggest challenges were the lack of a support
system at schools and time constraints, which were similarly stated by Myers and
Pough (2002).
Strech (1994) also stated that often students do not stay on tasks of writing
when a teacher is working with other students or busy with conferring with them. In

49
addition, writing workshop classes require a large block of time from the daily
teaching time. Another challenge was reported by Lain, Fink, and Frey (2007) was
teachers prefer to teach students writing similar to the way they were taught. They
may not be ready to try different teaching methods of writing as they have already
formed perceptions about writing and act accordingly.
2.7 Suggestions for Overcoming the Challenges of Writing Workshops
Writing classes are associated with different challenges, though every
challenge can be overcome with proper planning and preparation. Educators have
already recommended a number of methods to increase the effectiveness of writing
instructions, including writing workshops. Myers and Pough (2002) set a number of
goals for writing workshops. Teachers have to implement writing workshops on a
regular basis, provide students with adequate time to write, and confer with students
more often. Teachers may record conference notes to use later to plan for upcoming
mini-lessons, write with students, and allow them to share their work.
Strech (1994) concluded that educators can integrate writing workshops with
other subjects in meaningful ways. This may help teachers save time and teach more
than one content or skill at the same time. It is highly recommended that teachers
meet regularly with other teachers who have well-established writing workshop
classrooms in order to share ideas and success of writing workshops and receive
support as they progress further. School administrators have to provide teachers with
regular professional development sessions regarding the implementation of writing
workshops. Teachers can observe successful practices of writing workshops in
classrooms of their colleagues. Most importantly, parents have to be briefed to use
writing workshops with their children at homes to extend students’ learning and
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make it more authentic. At the broader level, the author recommended the school
district and curriculum department to provide more intense training sessions and
courses for teachers about the theories and practices of writing workshops and tailor
the curriculum in a way that emphasizes the process of writing.
The National Commission on Writing (2003) incorporated a list of
recommendations related to writing instructions. Educators have to increase writing
instructions at schools and homes and receive enough training to be ready to teach
students writing. Teachers need to use technology to promote the teaching and
learning process, and students’ writing progress can be monitored regularly
(Altakhaineh & Al-Jallad, 2018; Zibin & Altakhaineh, 2019). Other proposed
recommendations were teachers have to balance exposing students to writing skills,
strategies, and texts. Teachers need to have positive perceptions and attitudes
towards writing, enjoy writing, write with students, and use their own writing
samples as text models. A final recommendation was a connection between schools
and parents has to establish to extend students’ learning at homes.
2.8 Writing Workshops in the UAE Context
A review of the literature of writing workshops and English teachers’
perceptions of Arab countries, including the UAE, makes it clear that there is a
significant lack of studies on this topic. Few studies relevant to writing have been
conducted in the UAE context or published by scholars from the United Arab
Emirates University (UAEU). For instance, a study was conducted in 2015 by Al
Azani to investigate ESL/FEL teachers’ views and practices about teaching and
evaluating writing in three educational institutions of Oman. The study combined
quantitative and qualitative methods in the forms of questionnaires, interviews, and
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classroom observations. The results of the research showed that most ESL/FEL
instructors prefer to teach writing through both the process and product approach.
Another study was carried out by Al Shamsi (2013) to explore the types of
feedback given by English teachers in response to students’ writing errors. The study
also identified teachers’ concerns with effective feedback. The sample of the study
was 200 English teachers teaching fourth to eighth-grade working in schools in Al
Ain, UAE. A questionnaire was used to collect teachers’ responses. The results
showed that overall, teachers tend to address many types of writing errors, and
teachers spend more time giving feedback about students’ writing.
Teachers may be unaware of writing workshops especially if they have not
learned about recent teaching methods. However, some expatriate teachers may be
familiar with writing workshops because they are already used in their home
countries. The present study examines the impact of writing workshops, English
teachers’ perceptions about writing workshops, and the challenges of writing
workshops to fill the gap in the UAE literature resulting from the scarcity of such
studies. In reality, this study aims to enrich and contribute to the existing regional
literature pertaining to writing workshops. It hopes to initiate the need for further
studies to continue exploring the use of writing workshops in UAE schools.
2.9 Summary
This chapter presents the theoretical framework of writing workshops and
discusses former studies concerning the effectiveness of writing workshops on
writing achievements and teachers’ perceptions about using writing workshops. Over
the last thirty years, educators have shifted their attention to teach students writing
through the process-oriented approach in the form of writing workshops. While this
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instructional strategy has been implemented internationally in classrooms for over
three decades, it is not a common practice in the UAE, where the present study took
place.
SCT was discussed as its principles are reflected through writing workshops,
and the place of writing was highlighted within approaches to learning and teaching
writing. The study presented two common instructional approaches for writing: the
product approach and the process writing approach, which are frequently used in
schools. Each of these approaches has its own definition, main principles, stages,
strengths, and weaknesses. Writing workshops came out of the process writing
approach. Many scholars and educators have attempted to define writing workshops
in different contexts. The components of writing workshops are similar to the stages
of process writing. Regarding writing workshops’ effectiveness, educators have
argued that they may work well in some studies, but they were not effective in other
studies.
Subsequently, the study examines English teachers’ perceptions and attitudes
about learning and teaching writing, including writing workshops. It is believed that
teachers’ perceptions and attitudes towards writing are reflected through the methods
they use to teach writing. The last sections of the chapter present the challenges of
using writing workshops and suggestions to overcome these challenges. The chapter
is concluded by discussing writing workshops in the UAE context and presents a
summary of the whole chapter. It is assumed that local teachers are not familiar with
writing workshops even if they are well-known in other countries. Studies that have
been conducted in the UAE have explored other aspects of writing, including types
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of feedback and teachers’ perspectives regarding teaching and evaluating writing.
The next chapter discusses the study’s methodology.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
3.1 Overview
The present mixed-method study investigates the impact of writing
workshops on third-grade students’ writing achievements. The study also identifies
English teachers’ perceptions about the use of writing workshops in teaching writing
and the challenges they encounter when using writing workshops. This chapter
provides a comprehensive image of the study’s design and procedures of data
collection and analysis. The methodology chapter consists of nine sections. The first
section presents an overview of the whole chapter. The second section includes
information about the study’s design and provides a description of the study’s
variables. The third section presents information about the study’s context. The
fourth section discusses the study’s sampling and participants, and it is followed by
the study’s treatment.
The sixth section concerns with the study’s instruments and procedures to
obtain their validity and reliability. In the seventh section, a detailed description is
provided about the instruments of data collection and the six-week time frame of the
study. The eighth section describes the procedures used to analyze the study data and
the rationale behind adopting those statistical procedures and analytical tools. The
last two sections discuss the ethical considerations that were considered while
conducting this study and present a summary of the chapter. This study attempts to
answer the following three research questions.
1. What is the impact of writing workshops on third-grade students’ writing
achievements?
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2. How do English teachers perceive the use of writing workshops in teaching
writing?
3. What challenges do English teachers encounter when implementing writing
workshops in their classes?
3.2 Study Design
According to Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2011), a mixed-method research
integrates both qualitative and quantitative methods. The mixed-method design
usually intends to strengthen data collection procedures and help readers better
understand the phenomena examined in a study. It allows a thorough investigation of
the study’s various objectives (Creswell & Clark, 2017). The pre-post writing test
used in this study was considered as part of the quantitative method, which
represented numerical data (Altakhaineh & Al-Jallad, 2018), while the semistructured interviews were used to draw qualitative data that may be quantified.
Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2011) argued that adopting quantitative methods
involving a quasi-experimental design in order to deal with preset classrooms does
not allow the application of a true experimental study. In addition, this study’s design
allows the researcher to test the impact of the treatment on the experimental group,
while the control group is taught by the regular method of teaching writing. In
addition, the quasi-experimental design provides an opportunity to compare the
control and experimental group. This design also provides room to compare recent
teaching and learning methods with one or two existing methods. The quasiexperimental design involves manipulating an independent variable by controlling
related dependent variables to test the impact of the independent variable on
dependent variables (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2011).
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The pre-posttest works well for the quasi-experimental design as it allows a
comparison between the scores of both groups. The semi-structured interviews were
designed to obtain a better, in-depth understanding of English teachers’ perceptions
about using writing workshops in their writing classes and the types of challenges
they face when using writing workshops. Due to the requirements of the study’s
design, the study involved two groups of third-grade students. One group was the
experimental group that was composed of two third-grade classes. The other group
was the control group, which also included two third-grade classes. There were two
independent variables: writing workshops that were viewed as a treatment and were
given to the experimental group, whereas the regular method of writing was used to
instruct the control group. The dependent variable was third-grade students’ writing
achievements. Students’ writing test papers were evaluated and scored using iRubric,
which is a writing rubric that was generated online (Rcampus, 2019).
3.3 The Context of the Study
The context of the present study was the elementary public school that is
located in Al Ain, UAE. According to the school recent records, the school serves
around 1,113 male and female students from kindergarten to fourth-grade. The
school is fairly new as it was opened in August, 2013 after merging two elementary
public schools from the same geographical area and including a kindergarten
program. There are around 120 staff at the school, including the SLT, teachers, and
support staff. The school staff forms a diverse community representing different
nationalities. Some of the staff are local, Arabs, and foreigners who aim to work
together under the guidance of the school vision and mission. Table 1 shows the
school profile and the number of staff.
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Table 1: The School Profile
The Cycle
of the
School
Cycle one
and
kindergarte
n

Enrollment

Number of
the SLT

1113

11

Number of
Other Subjects
Teachers
50

Number
of English
Teachers
24

Number
of Support
Staff
35

3.4 Study Sampling and Participants
A convenience sampling was used due to the nature of this study. The
researcher herself was teaching grade-one and conducting the study at the same time,
which made it difficult to carry out the study in more than one school. Another
noteworthy reason is that the study was concerned with testing the effectiveness of
writing workshops and perceptions of teachers in a particular context. The results of
this study are not intended to be generalized beyond its context.
Accordingly, the convenience sampling technique was employed to select
third-grade female students from the elementary public school that is located in a
suburb district of Al Ain. Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2011) defined the convenience
sampling as “haphazard sampling or accidental sampling” that includes any
individuals available during the time in which the study is administered (p. 140).
Such participants may be volunteer individuals or existing groups. In addition to the
aforementioned reasons, this sampling type was chosen due to time constraints, the
difficulty of accessing the target population, and a limited budget.
Four classes out of five third-grade classes were randomly selected to
participate in the study and complete the pre-post writing test. Each class had
between 20 and 22 students. The four classes together represented the total number
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of study participants; 83 third-grade students. Third-grade students were chosen to
participate in the study because it is assumed that students at this grade level start to
write on their own. Table 2 indicates the number of students in each third-grade class
and the total number of students. The fundamental rationale behind excluding one
class from the study is because there were five mixed-ability classes that had already
been created by the school administrators. Administrators ensured the diversity of
each third-grade class by enrolling high achievers, average achievers, low achievers,
special needs students, and students with behavioral issues in each class.
Table 2: Third-Grade Classes
Grade 3A Grade 3B
20
22

Grade 3C Grade 3D
20
21

Grade 3E
20

The study aimed to ensure that there were a similar number of students in
both the experimental and control group. Two classes were part of the experimental
group, while the other two classes were viewed as the control group. The nature of
preset classes made it difficult to assign individuals randomly to either of the
instructional methods of writing. Instead, the whole class was assigned to one of the
teaching methods of writing (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2011). The majority of thirdgrade students represented a similar range of ages, languages, socioeconomic
statuses, and backgrounds. All of the participants were native speakers of Arabic.
They were considered second-language learners of English, which they had started
learning in kindergarten with lessons from Arab and expatriate teachers. At the
beginning of the 2018-2019 academic school year, the third-grade students were 8
years old and a couple of months. The school records indicated that the majority of
students were locals. A few of the students were from Gulf Arab countries. The
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parents’ educational levels were diverse, ranging from an illiterate level to a collegelevel.
English teachers were also part of the study and participated in the semistructured interviews. A purposive sampling was utilized to select the teachers as the
condition was third-grade English teachers or those who had experience in teaching
at the third-grade level. Etikan, Musa, and Alkassim (2016) defined the purposive
sampling as the judgmental sampling in which participants are selected deliberately
because they reflect certain qualities. Such participants are often more expert and
well-informed about the investigated phenomenon. The total population of English
teachers of cycle one at the school was 24 teachers; one male teacher (4%) and 23
female teachers (96%).
English teachers in cycle one are known as EMTs, which is an abbreviation
of English medium teachers. They are assigned to teach three subjects; English as
well as math and science in English. However, during the 2018-2019 academic year,
the school principal and the SLT decided to change the class allocation of teachers so
that each teacher either teaches one, two, or three subjects. Table 3 illustrates the
distribution of English teachers from grade one to grade four. The year prior to this
study, the researcher sent emails asking English teachers at the school whether they
use writing workshops and whether they are familiar with the method. Fourteen
teachers reported that they were quite familiar with writing workshops, and some of
the teachers had been using them in their classrooms.

Table 3: English Teachers’ Distribution at the School
Grade 1
6

Grade 2
6

Grade 3
6

Grade 4
6
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Subsequently, the teachers who were teaching third-grade or who had taught
it before and were familiar with writing workshops received another email requesting
them to participate in the study. A consent letter was sent to those who agreed to
participate in the semi-structured interviews. The consent letter (see Appendix A)
included information about the purposes of the study, the confidentiality of data, and
stated that participants had the right to withdraw from the interviews at any time
(Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2011). Third-grade teachers were interviewed because their
students were the participants of the study. The interviewed teachers were expatriates
from different countries (see Table 4). They demonstrated a wide range of ages,
languages, majors, and years of teaching experience. They were native speakers of
English.

Table 4: Demographic Information of the Interviewed English Teachers
Number of Teacher
1
1
4
4
1

Country
Ireland
New Zealand
South Africa
United States of America
United Kingdom

Years of Experience
12 years
15 years
14-20 years
12-30 years
10 years

3.5 Study Treatment
Writing workshops that were adopted in the study employed the process
writing approach. Writing workshops were implemented because this processoriented method views writing as an interactive and recursive process in which
students at different stages of writing may revisit their writing more than once. Both
writing workshops and the process writing approach place students at the center of
writing and make them more responsible for their writing as opposed to the product
writing approach, which requires students to imitate model texts (Badger & White,
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2000; Hasan & Akhand, 2010). Writing workshops were the treatment that was given
to the experimental group three times per week for six weeks. Each class of writing
workshops took from 45 minutes to one hour, depending on the class schedule.
Sometimes, 15 minutes were taken from math or science lessons and were given to
writing workshops to extend the period to one hour especially when students had
science or math after English class.
The MOE curriculum, the pacing chart, and textbooks were used to teach
students writing, and the writing topics in the textbooks were taught through writing
workshops. Writing workshops were structured in the following way. In the minilessons, the researcher focused on the main emphasis of the lesson, such as the use of
pronouns in sentences, auxiliary verbs, adjectives, prepositions, and other writing
skills or strategies. The mini-lessons typically took 10 to 15 minutes and were
conducted on the floor where students sitting in a circle. Next, students moved back
to their assigned leveled groups to plan their writing for five minutes either by
drawing, writing words, or sentences. Students were allowed to share their planning
with group members and then start writing either independently or with the
researcher’s guidance, depending on their levels.
High achievers were students who were able to write independently. The
researcher checked on them to ensure that they used adjectives and conjunctions to
write lengthy, meaningful sentences. Average and low achievers wrote under the
researcher’s guidance and needed word banks, pictures, word cards, and model
examples to write. Low achievers required the researcher to spend time with them
writing and modeling how to write two to three sentences. The writing time lasted
from 20 to 30 minutes. Students were able to request an extra 5 to 10 minutes if they
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were still working on their drafts. Students had the option of writing on different
sizes of paper and in different locations around the classroom. They were able to
write independently, in pairs, or as a group.
The other components of writing workshops were the conference time and
share time. In the conference time, the researcher conferred with students who had
finished writing early. The conference took three to five minutes, depending on the
amount of assistance that students needed. Students received two to three suggestions
to improve their writing content, meaning, ideas, and other areas of writing. The
researcher conferred with students either at her desk or in their groups; one student at
a time. However, if more than one student needed suggestions about the same issue,
the researcher conferred with them as a group. High achievers that finished on time
were also permitted to confer with their peers and assist them in editing their work.
The share time was at the end of writing workshops in which two to three students
volunteered to share their writing with the class for five to ten minutes. Students
practiced identifying two to three strengths of the presented writing and providing
two to three suggestions to improve writing for the next session. The share time took
place on the floor where students sitting in a circle.
A writing center was located in the classroom containing the instructional
resources and stationery for writing workshops. Students learned to gather their
writing papers and stationery during writing tasks and to pack them up once they
finished writing. The formative assessment was used to check students’ writing
progress, which was demonstrated by their writing samples. The summative
assessment was conducted at the end of writing workshops when the writing post-test
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was given to students. Students practiced writing topics and activities from textbooks
in their writing workshops.
In contrast, the control group was taught by the regular method of writing
three times a week for 45 minutes each. The MOE curriculum, textbook, and the
pacing chart were used to teach the control group. The writing topics and activities
were introduced as they were described in the teacher’s guide. Most of the time,
writing activities comprised exercises and drills in which students were required to
write words or sentences in their textbooks. They were not explicit instructions for
writing topics, skills, or strategies as they were not part of the textbook. The
summative assessment was used to mark students’ completion of writing exercises
and the writing posttest was given after six weeks of implementing the study.
Students sat in groups, but wrote independently without seeking much help from the
researcher or peers. The instructional resources and stationery were provided for the
use of the class.
3.6 Study Instruments
The literature pertaining to writing workshops shows that a number of studies
have investigated the impact of writing workshops at different grade levels and in
different contexts. Previous studies have used a number of available instruments in
the form of pre-post writing tests, focus group interviews, and semi or structured
interviews. They have also employed observation checklists, writing samples,
students’ portfolios, and other instruments (Peyton, Jones, Vincent, & Greenblatt,
1994; Jasmine & Weiner, 2007; Troia, Lin, Cohen, & Monroe, 2011; and Seban &
Tavsanli, 2015). Out of these suggested instruments, the present study used two
instruments for collecting data: the pre-posttest and semi-structured interviews. A
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detailed description of each instrument and its validity and reliability are displayed in
Table 5. The method is similar to the one used by Singagliese (2012).
Table 5: The Needed Data and their Instruments to Answer the Research Questions
Research Questions
1. What is the impact of
writing workshops on thirdgrade students’ writing
achievements?
2. How do English teachers
perceive the use of writing
workshops in teaching
writing?
3. What challenges do
English teachers encounter
when implementing writing
workshops in their classes?

Data Needed
Information about students’
writing achievements which
can be gained from writing
tests
Teachers’ perceptions about
using writing workshops in
their writing classes

Instruments
The pre-post writing
test

Teachers’ perceptions about
the challenges that they face
while using writing
workshops in writing classes

The semi-structured
interviews

The semi-structured
interviews

3.6.1 The Pre-Post Writing Test
The first data collection instrument is the pre-post writing test, which is
considered a quantitative method (Mester, 2011; Singagliese, 2012; Altakhaineh &
Al-Jallad, 2018; Zibin & Altakhaineh, 2019). The tests were used to answer the first
research question. Initially, the researcher developed the two writing prompts around
topics that did not relate to students’ learning outcomes or the pacing chart. After
conferring with colleagues, the researcher managed to generate the two writing
prompts (see Appendix B) that were relevant to the students’ textbooks. Both the
advisor and researcher ensured that the instructions in the two writing prompts were
similar to instructions provided in the textbooks. Extra attention was given to the
wording, sentence structures, words choice, layouts, contents, and visuals to ensure
that answering prompts was feasible. The writing test was administered to the four
third-grade classes participating in the study.
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The first writing prompt requires respondents to write three sentences with
the help of a word bank to describe the locations of people in a picture using
sentences similar to the sentence structure in the given example. In the first writing
prompt, students have to write simple sentences using the prepositional phrases of on
the right or on the left to describe the locations of people in the picture. The second
writing prompt requires respondents to use the word bank and the auxiliary verbs
can, can’t, or cannot to write at least five sentences about what their favorite animal
can and/or cannot do. Both writing prompts were designed to resemble prompts that
students practiced in their textbooks and were driven from the English learning
outcomes of third-grade and the pacing chart.
The writing pretest took around 35 to 45 minutes. The same test was
administered at the end of the study as the posttest. An online rubric was generated
using common components of writing, such as content, organization, vocabulary,
spelling, grammar, and punctuation to evaluate the pre-posttest (Rcampus, 2019).
These writing components along with the scoring scales of not achieving (N),
emerging (E), developing (D), and mastering (M) are frequently used at the school
by English teachers. The first writing prompt was evaluated based on five writing
components against the same four scoring scales. The prompt was marked out of 15
points.
Likewise, the second writing prompt was evaluated based on the five
aforementioned writing components along with an additional component of
organization to make six components. The four mentioned scoring scales were used
to mark the second writing prompt out of 18. The main intention behind using the
pre-posttest is to elicit information about students’ writing achievements before and
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after implementing writing workshops. A comparison was then made between both
tests to determine whether there are any statistically significant differences among
them. Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2011) suggested elapsing time between the two tests
from two to six weeks to avoid other factors like maturation that may influence
students’ scores instead of the treatment itself. The evaluation rubric for writing
emphasized the meaning of written texts and their contents along with the
mechanisms of writing (Rcampus, 2019).
3.6.2 The Semi-Structured Interviews
The semi-structured interviews were used as a qualitative method to
thoroughly investigate English teachers’ perceptions about writing workshops and
their challenges (Dumlu, 2006; Ismail & Al Allaq, 2019). The semi-structured
interviews were conducted with the aim of answering the second and third research
questions. As questionnaires may not comprehensively capture teachers’ perceptions
about a certain instructional method, perceptions can be elicited much better through
the interview format. The researcher had the opportunity to interact with English
teachers and let them freely express their perceptions about writing workshops and
their challenges.
Prior to administering the semi-structured interviews, the researcher
consulted the advisor, four college instructors, and three school teachers for feedback
regarding the interview questions. The advisor encouraged the researcher to
minimize the number of questions and reword them so that the respondents would
directly answer the research questions. Other instructors and teachers suggested
eliminating a question or two and replacing them with other questions that could
reflect teachers’ perceptions about writing workshops. The interviews ranged from
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15 to 20 minutes as teachers managed to adequately present their perceptions about
writing workshops and their challenges.
The general layout of the semi-structured interviews started with basic
information about English teachers’ language background, years of teaching
experience, and the grades that they teach. Then, interviewees were asked a number
of questions about their perceptions about using writing workshops to teach writing
and the frequency at which they implement writing workshops each week. The other
questions were about how English teachers view their students’ reception of writing
workshops and the difficulties both teachers and students face in writing workshops.
The rest of the questions tackled the advantages and disadvantages of writing
workshops for teachers and students and whether teachers would recommend writing
workshops to be implemented in all grade levels (see Appendix C).
Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2011) described interviews as a meaningful form of
interaction between individuals or a group of individuals to obtain information about
certain topics. Interviews allow researchers to gather a wider range of information
than is provided by any other sources of data collection. Among unstructured
interviews, structured interviews, semi-structured interviews, and focus group
interviews, the present study adopted semi-structured interviews. They are known as
less-formal interviews in which a researcher uses a set of predetermined questions to
gather similar information from interviewees. In this study, the researcher also asked
the interviewees follow-up questions and allowed participants to add relevant
information. During the interview time, the researcher used audio taping to record
the interviews and avoid missing any important information after gaining
participants’ approval.
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3.6.3 Instrument Validity
According to Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2011), validity was viewed as the
extent to which an instrument assesses what it is supposed to measure consistently
and allows the interpretations of results over time. Validity is associated with both
qualitative and quantitative research. The present study measured the content validity
of both instruments of the pre-post writing test and semi-structured interviews.
Another aspect that was considered in this study is the similarity between the
numbers of students in both groups in order to maximize the strength of the study.
The control group had 41 students, whereas the experimental group included 42
students.
Since validity cannot be quantified as it is a matter of degree ranging from
poorly valid, to moderately valid, to highly valid, a panel of reviewers from the field
was consulted to ensure the validity of the pre-posttest (Gay, Mills, & Airasian,
2011). The panel consisted of six experts, including an instructor from the College of
Education, UAEU, four English teachers, and a head of English teachers. The
content validity of the pre-posttest was obtained from peers reviewing the two
writing prompts and from a pilot test on the fifth class of third-graders that had been
excluded from the study. Before starting the actual implementation of the study, the
piloting class of 20 students took the writing pretest. After two weeks, the same
students took the writing posttest to examine the correlation of both scores. This
increased the validity and reliability of the pre-posttest and assisted in eliminating
any confusion and difficulty associated with the test from the beginning.
The panel of six reviewers provided feedback to increase the effectiveness
and quality of the pre-posttest. Starting with instructions of the writing prompts, the
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college instructor advised to keep instructions similar to those presented in students’
textbooks. He also helped in rewording the instructions of the writing prompts. Each
teacher gave comments and feedback in relation to the two writing prompts. One of
the teachers suggested making the prompts clearer especially for high achievers.
Other comments indicated that the test was short, clear, connected with
students’ learning, matched their writing levels, and it was well-planned to include
visuals and written texts. Another teacher suggested identifying pictures with the
letters “A” and “B” to avoid confusing students when they describe locations of
people in the picture. Apart from the aforementioned comments, teachers were
generally satisfied with the pre-posttest. The researcher shared the comments with
the advisor, and they decided together to amend the pre-posttest accordingly.
Regarding the validity of the semi-structured interviews, a panel of seven
reviewers consisted of four English-language specialists along with three
experienced English teachers were consulted. The consultants’ comments were
sought regarding the form and content of the semi-structured interviews. The
researcher then referred back to the advisor to seek his advice about how to integrate
comments in order to modify interview questions accordingly. One teacher suggested
adding a question about the impact of using the writing workshop on students’
writing progress. Another teacher stated that the questions looked great, and she
recommended including questions about how third-grade students feel about learning
writing through writing workshops and the challenges they face during writing
workshops.
The college instructors advised adding other questions to replace previous
ones, and they thought that in general, the questions were well-structured and would
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achieve the study’s objectives. Another method for obtaining the content validity of
the semi-structured interviews was through a pilot test with two voluntary teachers.
These two teachers completed the semi-structured interviews with the researcher and
were satisfied about the questions as they were comprehensive and served the
purposes of the study. Finally, the interview questions were reviewed in accordance
with the reviewers’ comments and the results of the pilot study.
3.6.4 Instrument Reliability
Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2011), referred to the reliability of instruments as
the extent to which an instrument measures what it is supposed to measure and
maintains consistent results every time it is used. Instrument reliability is concerned
with the consistency of the data. Similar to validity, reliability is important for both
qualitative and quantitative studies. The reliability of the study’s instruments
influences the trustworthiness of the study’s results. In order to gain the reliability of
the pre-post writing test, inter-rater reliability was established. The same writing test
was administered twice to the pilot group during the period of two weeks and was
scored by two markers: the researcher and another English teacher.
The reason for employing inter-rater reliability is to test the consistency
among raters who rated the same test (Lebreton, Burgess, Kaiser, Atchley, & James,
2003). The main emphasis was placed on the equivalence of ratings rather than the
correspondence of scores (LeBreton & Senter, 2008). Accordingly, Excel was used
to identify the number of agreements among the two raters who marked the tests that
were given to the pilot group and to calculate the rate of agreement among them. The
reliability coefficient of the first writing test was 0.85, and for the second writing
test, it was 0.90. The reliability coefficients were quite high. They indicated that the
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raters were highly consistent based on the value table of the reliability coefficient
(Guide, 2017).
Another act that was taken to increase the reliability of the study’s results is
the interval period of six weeks between the pre-posttest based on the suggestion of
Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2011). This interval period decreases the impact of other
factors like maturation and recalling, which may interfere with the reliability of the
study’s results. The pilot group was excluded from the actual sample of the study,
and the mixed-method instruments helped to strengthen the study’s results.
3.7 Data Collection
A number of procedures were subsequently followed in the process of
conducting, collecting, and analyzing data for this study. Initially, a formal approval
letter was obtained from the College of Education, UAEU (see Appendix D). This
letter was then used to contact ADEK and request permission to carry out the study
in the elementary public school that is under its supervision (see Appendix E).
ADEK approval letter was then used to contact the school principal to explain the
nature and purposes of the study and seek her permission to collect information
related to the school and participants of the study.
Consent letters regarding students’ participation in the study were sent to the
guardians of third-grade students to gain their permission to allow their children to
participate in the study (see Appendix F). Another consent letter was sent to English
teachers via email to obtain their agreement to be part of the semi-structured
interviews. The consent letters for the participants included brief information about
the nature and purposes of the study to familiarize participants with the general
format of the study. The vice principal and social worker were contacted to provide
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class lists and information about third-grade classes that were part of the study. The
study commenced at the end of September 2018 and the writing pretest was
administered to four third-grade classes. It was assumed that by end of September,
students were settled in their classes and attendance would be quite high compared to
the first two weeks of the term.
The papers of the writing pretests of the four third-grade classes were
collected and marked by the researcher using iRubric (see Appendix G) (Rcampus,
2019). Then, scores of the writing pretest for each class were recorded into an Excel
file, and the test papers were kept securely by the researcher. Next, the experimental
group was instructed through writing workshops three times a week for a period of
six weeks on a regular basis. At the same time, the control group was taught by the
regular method of writing three times a week over the same period. Writing activities
from textbooks were primarily used to teach the control group. In addition, writing
samples from both groups were kept to track their progress during the study. After
six weeks of teaching, the same writing test was given as the posttest to the same
four third-grade classes. The same rubric was used to mark the papers of the writing
posttest, and the same procedures were followed to record the results into an Excel
file and keep the test papers in the researcher’s room (Rcampus, 2019).
The semi-structured interviews were conducted after the pre-posttest. The
interviews took place during school days at a time that was convenient for the
English teachers. Teachers were interviewed individually by the researcher. Each
interview took about 15 to 20 minutes in the school conference room. Interviewees
were given a chance to review their interview responses after completing the
interviews to double check their response or add to them. The interviews were
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recorded after receiving the interviewees’ approval, and the transcripts were kept
securely by the researcher.
3.8 Data Analysis
The quantitative data were first analyzed by scoring the papers of the pre-post
writing test and numbering them to update them into the Excel File. Then, scores of
the pre-posttest were imported into SPSS Statistics 25 to generate descriptive
statistics in the forms of mean scores and standard deviations. Next, inferential
statistics were obtained by employing a paired sample t-test formula to compare the
scores of the pre-posttest to determine whether there were any statistically significant
differences between scores of both tests. The results of the descriptive and inferential
statistics were presented in a number of tables to ease the process of analyzing data
and increase the readability of the data.
A number of steps were taken to elicit qualitative data using the Grounded
theory approach and analyze responses from the semi-structured interviews (Hussein,
Hirst, Salyers, & Osuji, 2014). The Grounded theory allows data from interviews to
be organized, transcribed, and categorized; and it also allows central themes to be
generated. Each interview audio recording was transcribed individually and then
coded into a Word document. The interview responses were read carefully more than
once, interpreted, analyzed, and organized into similar groups to identify major
themes that answered the research questions. This method is similar to that followed
in the study of Al Ghafri (2014) and Ismail and Al Allaq (2019). The interview
questions and teachers’ similar responses were highlighted using different colors to
generate common themes. These semi-structured interviews aimed to provide a close
image of English teachers’ perceptions about using writing workshops and the
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challenges they encounter in writing classes. Finally, the pre-post-test and responses
from the semi-structured interviews were backed up to avoid losing data.
3.9 Ethical Considerations
In order to fulfill the ethical requirements of the study, several procedures
were taken into consideration similar to that undertaken in the study of Aoude
(2015). The study began with a research proposal that was approved by the
researcher’s advisor from the UAEU to ensure the appropriateness of the study’s
topic and methods of data collection and analysis. The proposal included procedures
to ensure the safety of participants and that the study would not cause any mental,
physical, or emotional harm. Approval letters were obtained from the College of
Education, UAEU, and ADEK to enable the implementation of the study. In
addition, consent letters were acquired from English teachers and third-grade
students’ guardians to enable students to participate in the study. The purposes of the
study were explained to the participants so that they could have a clear image of the
study’s nature.
Additionally, the participants were informed that the study’s data would be
confidential, their identities would be anonymous, and data would be used for the
study’s purposes only. It was explained to students that the pre-post writing test
would not influence their evaluation and performance in classrooms as it was not part
of their grading system. English teachers were also informed that their participation
in the study had nothing to do with their overall evaluation or performance in the
school. Finally, all participants were informed that their participation would be
highly appreciated, and they had the choice of withdrawing from the study at any
time.
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3.10 Summary
This chapter provides details about the methodology employed in this study.
It starts with an overview of the chapter, which is followed by a discussion of the
study design and justifications for choosing such a design. In addition, sections in
this chapter provide information about the context of the study, sampling,
participants, and the study treatment. The other sections focus on the study’s
instruments and procedures to ensure their validity and reliability. The remaining
sections contain detailed information about how the study was conducted and how
the data were collected and analyzed. The chapter is concluded with ethical
considerations that were made when initiating and implementing the study. The next
chapter is reports the study’s results.
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Chapter 4: Results
4.1 Overview
This chapter aims to present and highlight the results of the present study.
The study examines the impact of writing workshops on third-grade students’ writing
achievements, English teachers’ perceptions about using writing workshops to teach
writing and the challenges that teachers face when employing writing workshops.
The study employed a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods to obtain
the results. The pre-post writing test, which was administered to 83 third-grade
students, was used to collect the quantitative data, whereas the semi-structured
interviews, which were conducted with 11 third-grade English teachers, were utilized
to obtain the qualitative data. The mixed-method study was adopted to enable results
of the semi-structured interviews to support the results of the pre-posttest and answer
the three main research questions that guide the study.
1. What is the impact of writing workshops on third-grade students’ writing
achievements?
2. How do English teachers perceive the use of writing workshops in teaching
writing?
3. What challenges do English teachers encounter when implementing writing
workshops in their classes?
Before proceeding further, this chapter presents the study’s results based on
the research questions. The results of the pre-posttest answer the first research
question in the forms of descriptive and inferential statistics that are displayed in
tables and followed by detailed descriptions. The results of the semi-structured
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interviews answer the second and third research questions and are presented based on
common themes. The chapter is concluded by a summary of the main results of the
study.
4.2 Interpretative Scales for Ranking the Scores of the Pre-Post Writing Test
The pre-post writing test has two writing prompts that resembled the prompts
in students’ MOE textbooks. The marking rubric for each writing prompt has
categories similar to those that are currently used in MOE schools; not achieving (N),
emerging (E), developing (D), and mastering (M) (Rcampus, 2019). To facilitate the
marking, ranking, and interpretation of scores, each scoring category is assigned
values. The first writing prompt has five components of writing that were scored
against the four marking categories that are valued differently. The second writing
prompt has six components of writing that were scored against the same four
marking categories. The first category of not achieving (N) values zero, and the
emerging (E) category is worth one point. The third category of developing (D) is
worth two points, which is moderate along with the fourth category that has the value
of three points, which is the highest score. Table 6 sums up the score values and
marking categories of iRubric that were used to mark the two writing prompts
(Rcampus, 2019).
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Table 6: Interpretative Scales for Ranking the Scores of the Pre-Post Writing Test
Marking Category

Score Value

No Achieving (N)

0

Emerging (E)

1

Developing (D)

2

Mastering (M)

3

4.3 Results of the Pre-Post Writing Test for the Control and Experimental
Group
This section compares the mean scores and standard deviations of the prepost writing test for the control and experimental group. The result of the first writing
prompt of the pretest for the control group is 3.34 (N= 41, SD= 2.929), but it steadily
increases in the posttest to become 6.83 (N= 41, SD= 5.220) as indicates in Table 7.
For the second writing prompt of the pretest for the same group, the mean score is
3.88 (N= 41, SD=3.473), but was raises slightly to 5.85 (N= 41, SD= 3.960).
Table 7: Results of the Writing Prompts of the Pre-Post Writing Test for the Control
Group
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

The Pretest Prompt 1

41

0

10

3.34

2.929

The Posttest Prompt 1

41

0

15

6.83

5.220

The Pretest Prompt 2

41

0

14

3.88

3.473

The Posttest Prompt 2

41

0

15

5.85

3.960

Writing Prompts

The scale of the first writing prompt is out 15, and the scale of the second writing prompt is out of 18.
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Table 8 shows that the mean score of the first writing prompt of the pretest
for the experimental group is 5.05 (N= 42, SD= 4.143). In the posttest, the mean
score demonstrates a sharp growth to become 13.07 (N= 42, SD= 3.625). With regard
to the second writing prompt of the pretest for the same group, the initial mean score
is 4.60 (N= 42, SD=4.214), which then increases gradually to 10.29 (N= 42, SD=
3.884) in the posttest.
Table 8: Results of the Writing Prompts of the Pre-Posttest for the Experimental
Group
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

The Pretest Prompt 1

42

0

15

5.05

4.143

The Posttest Prompt 1

42

0

15

13.07

3.625

The Pretest Prompt 2

42

0

14

4.60

4.214

The Posttest Prompt 2

42

0

17

10.29

3.884

Writing Prompts

Overall, the analysis of Table 7 illustrates that the results of the control group
that is instructed by the regular method of writing demonstrates growth from the
pretest to the posttest. This is because the mean score of the first writing prompt
increases by 3.49, while the mean score of the second writing prompt shows growth
of almost 2.00. Similarly, Table 8 reveals a considerable increase from the pretest to
the posttest. It is clear that the mean score of the first writing prompt increases
rapidly by 8.02. Likewise, the mean score of the second writing prompt raises
gradually by 5.69.
In addition, the mean score of both writing prompts of the pretest for the
control group is 7.22 (N= 41, SD= 5.712). This is similar to the mean scores of both
writing prompts of the pretest for the experimental group as is displayed in Table 9.
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However, in the posttest, the mean score of both writing prompts for the control
group becomes 12.68 (N= 41, SD= 7.188) with an increase of 5.46. In the same
regard, the mean score of both writing prompts of the posttest for the experimental
group jumps up to 23.36 (N= 42, SD= 6.610) with an increase of 13.72.
Table 9: Results of the Writing Prompts of the Pre-Posttest for Both Groups
Total Pre-Post
Writing Test

N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

The Total Pretest of
the Control Group

41

0

19

7.22

5.712

The Total Pretest of
the Experimental
Group

42

0

24

9.64

7.551

The Total Posttest
of the Control
Group

41

0

30

12.68

7.188

The Total Posttest
of the Experimental
Group

42

0

32

23.36

6.610

4.4 Employing the Paired Sample T-Test to Identify Significant Differences in
the Scores of the Pre-Post Writing Test
The above section considers the results of the writing prompts of the pre-post
writing test for the control and experimental group. As was explained earlier, there is
an obvious difference in the mean score of the control group (M= 12.68, N= 41, SD=
7.188) and the experimental group (M=23.36, N= 42, SD= 6.610) in the final scores
of the posttest. The data in Table 10 clarifies the existence of statistically significant
differences in the mean scores of the pre-posttest for the control and experimental
group, t= (82), df= -10.994, and p= .000. Accordingly, the answer to the first
research question is that writing workshops do impact students’ writing content,
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organization, vocabulary, spelling, grammar, and punctuation at different levels.
There are statistically significant differences in the mean scores of writing
components at different rates in favor of the experimental group as stated in previous
sections.
Table 10: The Paired Sample T-Test on the Total Pretest and Posttest for Both
Groups
The Pre-Post Writing Test
Pair 1: Total Pretest- Total Posttest

T

df

Sig. (2-tailed)

-10.994

82

.000

In the same respect, the paired sample t-test was also applied to the first
writing prompt of the pre-posttest to examine if there are any statistically significant
differences between the mean scores of both tests. A glance at Table 11 reveals that
all writing components of the first prompt are significantly different in the preposttest of the control and experimental group as their significance values are less
than 0.5.
Table 11: The Paired Sample T-Test on the First Writing Prompt of the Pre-Posttest
for Both Groups
The First Writing Prompt

T

df

Sig. (2-tailed)

Pair 1: Pre Content- Post Content

-8.927

82

.000

Pair 2: Pre Vocabulary- Post Vocabulary

-6.379

82

.000

Pair 3: Pre Spelling- Post Spelling

-7.842

82

.000

Pair 4: Pre Grammar- Post Grammar

-9.078

82

.000

Pair 5: Pre Punctuation- Post Punctuation

-8.257

82

.000

Pair 6: Pretest Prompt 1- Posttest Prompt 1

-10.031

82

.000
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The same paired sample t-test was applied to the second writing prompt of
the pre-posttest to determine whether there are statistically significant differences
between the mean scores of both tests. Table 12 shows that all writing components of
the second writing prompt in both tests are significantly different as their
significance values are less than 0.5.
Table 12: The Paired Sample T-Test on the Second Writing Prompt of the PrePosttest for Both groups
The Second Writing Prompt

T

df

Sig. (2-tailed)

Pair 1: Pre Content- Post Content

-7.344

82

.000

Pair 2: Pre Organization- Post Organization

-6.416

82

000

Pair 3: Pre Vocabulary- Post Vocabulary

-5.144

82

.000

Pair 4: Pre Spelling- Post Spelling

-5.345

82

.000

Pair 5: Pre Grammar- Post Grammar

-6.998

82

.000

Pair 6: Pre Punctuation- Post Punctuation

-5.187

82

.000

Pair 7: Pretest Prompt 2- Posttest Prompt 2

-8.001

82

.000

4.5 Results of the Semi-Structured Interviews
The semi-structured interviews were conducted with 11 English teachers to
answer the second and third research questions. Each interview was conducted
separately to gain an in-depth understanding of teacher’s perceptions about using
writing workshops in writing classes and the challenges they face while
implementing writing workshops. After analyzing all interviewees’ responses, six
major themes were generated using the Grounded theory. These six themes are
relevant to the crucial issues of implementing writing workshops in writing classes.
The themes are included in Table 13.
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Table 13: The Themes of the Semi-Structured Interviews
Research Questions

Themes

2. How do English teachers perceive the 1. English teachers have positive
use of writing workshops in teaching perceptions about the use of writing
writing?
workshops in teaching writing.
2. Writing workshops are an effective
teaching method of writing
3. Writing workshops grant multiple
advantages for teachers and students
4. Writing workshops are recommended
to be used in different grade levels
3. What challenges do English teachers 5. Writing workshops may challenge
encounter when implementing writing teachers and students
workshops in their classes?
6. Writing workshops may have
disadvantages for teachers and students

4.5.1 Results of the Second Research Question
In response to the second research question that concerns with the ways in
which English teachers perceive the use of writing workshops for teaching writing,
four major themes emerged from the teachers’ thorough responses. These themes
were generated by asking the interviewees questions about their perceptions of using
writing workshops to teach writing and how often they use writing workshops in
writing classes. Other questions were about how teachers view their students’
perceptions of writing workshops and the advantages of writing workshops for
teachers and students. Another question asked whether teachers recommend the use
of writing workshops with students of all grade levels. The following four main
themes are relevant to the answer of the second research question.

84
Theme One: English Teachers Have Positive Perceptions about the Use of Writing
Workshops in Teaching Writing
All of the interviewees’ responses were positive regarding their perceptions
about the use of writing workshops in their classes. The teachers’ responses reflected
their interests, perceptions, and views of writing workshops. Teacher five declared,
“I am in huge support of using writing workshops within my class. I love the way
they encourage all children to think about their ideas before they write”. Teacher six
revealed that she enjoys using writing workshops to teach writing. She elaborated on
the reasons behind her support for writing workshops by stating: “they allow for a
scripted way to introduce writing, they take the students through sequential steps,
they allow for peer editing, and they allow for teachers to confer with each student to
check for progress”. Similarly, teacher eight stated that “I enjoyed using writing
workshops when I taught writing because I think that they helped all students access
a writing activity regardless of their current writing level or ability. I think writing
workshops have natural or built-in differentiation”. Teacher four also asserted:
I am firm a believer in the use of writing workshops for all children. They
need to be structured at a level that is best suited to children so as they can
gain a firm understanding of the components and structures of words and
sentence levels.
When teachers were asked how often they use writing workshops in their
writing classes, their responses varied. Teacher ten mentioned that she holds writing
workshops when she teaches English once per week. On the contrary, teachers eight
and nine stated that they use writing workshops in all of their writing classes each
day. The other eight remaining teachers revealed that they use writing workshops at
least two to three times per week, depending on their students’ ages, the textbooks in
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use, and the outcomes of previous lessons. Three of these eight teachers explained
how they conduct their writing workshops. Teacher eleven justified the reason for
not holding writing workshop classes daily by saying:
The national curriculum framework does not allow daily opportunity to write.
Some days reading or speaking is the focus in a 45 minutes lesson. Probably
two times per week in our current curriculum. I believe that it should;
however, be daily. This was the case in my home country.
In short, teachers’ responses regarding the frequency of their use of writing
workshops indicated that all teachers have positive perceptions about implementing
writing workshops. However, these teachers may not manage to use writing
workshops daily due to curriculum restrictions despite their willingness to hold
writing workshops more frequently.
Theme Two: Writing Workshops Are an Effective Teaching Method of Writing
Six teachers out of the eleven interviewees stated that they strongly believed
in the effectiveness of writing workshops as a teaching method of writing. For
instance, teacher one mentioned that “writing workshops are a fantastic and very
creative way of teaching writing to students”. Teacher two claimed that writing
workshops help students to become writers and learn from others’ points of view.
According to teacher two, writing workshops were “effective ways to immerse
students into becoming writers in a gentle way. The students are taught from other
writers’ points of view”. In addition, teacher three advocated that writing workshops
model best practices that are especially important for young students. Such students
need to learn through examining others’ writing and models before they start writing
on their own. Teacher three believed that writing workshops instill a love of writing
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in young students as each student writes at their own pace and celebrates the joy of
writing with others.
Teacher nine supported the use of writing workshops for a completely
different reason. She mentioned that “they are a great way to differentiate for my
ESL students”. She appreciated that writing workshops can be effective for students
at different levels. Teacher ten encouraged the use of writing workshops because
“they are child-centered. They are good systems to implement from KG. They build
fluency in writing”. Teacher eleven advocated the use of writing workshops as she
claimed that they are “great tools; simple and effective for all levels. With the right
motivation/hook-in the students are engaged and motivated to write”. Teacher four
extensively discussed how writing workshops are effective for her class by stating:
From my personal use of writing workshops, they provide children with a
structured formula for learning to write as I taught in a grade three level.
They allowed children to develop their vocabulary by focusing on a specific
topic each week. Writing workshops each week would bring forward their
learning from the previous week and allowed them to expand and develop
their writing.
English teachers’ responses and interview discussions demonstrated that they
generally perceive writing workshops as an effective teaching method of writing for
different reasons. The teachers stated that writing workshops are a creative way of
teaching writing, assist students to become writers, and provide students with models
of best practices in writing. Writing workshops instill a love and joy of writing in
students, they are child-centered, they can be tailored to students of different levels,
and they are effective and simple tools for teaching writing.
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Theme Three: Writing Workshops Grant Multiple Advantages for Teachers and
Students
The teachers’ responses regarding the advantages of writing workshops for
themselves and students revealed their acknowledgment of benefits that they gain
from writing workshops. This interview theme overlaps with the previous theme as
both are concerned with similar issues related to the effectiveness and advantages of
writing workshops. The interviewed teachers mentioned a countless list of the
advantages of writing workshops. Some of these advantages were listed by many
teachers, while some differed among teachers. Teacher one appreciated that fact that
“teachers are available to support students, the main focus of writing is the process
writing, there is communication about students’ progress and needs, students get
opportunities to involve in editing others’ work and the availability of peer
assessment”. Teacher two enjoyed when “all the lovely ideas and scenarios start
popping out of a topic which even the teacher does not expect” and “students are
learning in a positive non-forceful manner how to express themselves and do so
effortlessly”.
Teacher three noticed that a number of writing genres can be covered through
writing workshops. The emphasis is on the writing process, and students can practice
editing strategies as previously stated by teacher one. She also believed that “they are
the most powerful way to expose learners to the writing process and the joy of
writing” and “writing workshops encourage writers to solve problems” as “writing is
a critical thinking skill”. Teacher four mentioned interesting advantages of writing
workshops by saying:
The advantages of writing workshops allow children to develop their
vocabulary and their understanding of sentence structures and formation.
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They help children to improve their oral and reading skills too. I found that
writing workshops allow for wonderful cross-curricular links to exist
particularly with science. Often, I use our science topic in our writing
workshops so children can have a chance to consolidate their learning and
have an extra opportunity to grasp science vocabulary and themes that are
often quite difficult for the children. This allows for a greater understanding
of their learning.
Similarly, teacher five claimed that writing workshops push students further
to generate their own writing ideas, and there are great models for writing procedures
and sentence ideas. She also believed that all students are able to write at their own
pace and writing workshops make it very easy to track students’ writing progress.
There are also chances for peer assessment, self-assessment, and practicing listening
and speaking skills. Teacher six mentioned that focusing on the process of writing
can consistently lead to effective writing products. Teacher eight went further to
elaborate on writing workshops’ nature of differentiation. These workshops are
accessible for students with different abilities in a single classroom. She highlighted
the importance of allowing students to experience the success and joy of writing to
build on the confidence of young learners by stating:
The fun and celebration that are incorporated into writing workshops, I think
they are great advantage especially in lower grades to create joy around
writing. Writing is a lifelong skill and to build upon it, students must first find
it joyful and purposeful. With writing workshops, students learn about
writing for an audience and write for different purposes. They get to celebrate
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with their favorite writing piece and share it with their peers. They build a lot
of joy and community in the classroom.
Likewise, teacher nine claimed that writing workshops ensure that students
are equipped with structural writing tools as the emphasis is on the process of writing
and assist teachers “with a writing routine”. She mentioned that students begin to
“enjoy writing” and “get to meet one on one with the teacher to get the needed help”.
Teacher ten added that three more advantages of writing workshops: “learners can
learn how to write, they help them to find a writing routine, there are some fun
factors and good ways to encourage skills”. Finally, teacher eleven appreciated that
writing workshops offer ample opportunities to collaborate, engage in writing, and
communicate during mat time.
The teachers’ responses revealed that writing workshops grant several
advantages for teachers and students. Some teachers frequently witnessed various
advantages of writing workshops in their classes. For example, the emphasis of
writing workshops is the process of writing, and students engage in editing and peer
assessment. There is a writing routine that helps both teachers and students make
writing classes work smoothly. In addition, there are multiple chances for teachers
and students to communicate about their needs and progress, practice speaking,
listening, and reading skills, and enjoy the joy of writing, which increases students’
confidence for upper grades.
Theme Four: Writing Workshops Are Recommended to Be Used at Different Grade
Levels
Eight teachers out of eleven recommended using writing workshops at
different grade levels. On the contrary, the remaining three teachers preferred to use
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writing workshops for younger students. Eight teachers provided reasons for
recommending writing workshop for different grade levels. For example, teacher one
agreed that writing workshops can be used with “young EAL children”.
Teacher six believed that writing workshops can be recommended for young
students, “I personally feel that they should be used in the lower grades because once
they are learned, a student will tend to consistently use the style to write as they get
older”. Another teacher advocated the use of writing workshops for younger students
by stating: “I believe that teachers should implement writing workshops with learners
from KG so that they can build their skills and develop writing techniques that can be
built on each year until the learners can write independently and confidently”.
Regarding teachers who recommended writing workshops for all grade
levels, teacher two thought that “yes, in lower grades the students can still express
themselves and the teacher can model the writing”. Additionally, “in older grades
obviously, it is much easier for students to just get on with it and let their imagination
flow”. Teacher nine recommended the use of writing workshops in all grade levels:
“teachers are given the chance to tailor the tool to meet the needs of their students
and schedule”. Teacher nine stressed the importance of giving teachers the flexibility
to plan writing workshop classes in a way that meets the needs of different students
and stated that the school schedule has to allow such flexibility. Teacher four further
explained how writing workshops can work with younger students and with all grade
levels by saying:
I feel there is an opportunity to use writing workshops at all levels, once they
are level appropriate and of a purpose. I do firmly believe that children must
have a level of basic reading first otherwise; writing does not make full sense
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to the younger children. That said all children can engage in the writing
learning process whether it is by detailing their ideas through the drawing of a
picture, developing their handwriting, or by writing their own sentences using
the vocabulary learned.
All of the teachers recommended writing workshops to be used with different
grade levels. Eight teachers provided reasons for using writing workshops with
students because they provide students with foundational writing techniques and
skills that students need for upper grades.
4.5.2 Results of the Third Research Question
Two interview questions were asked with the intention to answer the third
research question. These questions revolved around the difficulties that teachers and
students face during writing workshops and the disadvantages of writing workshops
for teachers and students. After a close analysis of teachers’ interview responses, a
pattern of two themes was identified. These themes are writing workshops may
challenge teachers and students, and they may have disadvantages for teachers and
students.
Theme Five: Writing Workshops May Challenge Teachers and Students
Ten interviewees discussed challenges that either teachers or students face
during writing workshops. For instance, teacher two argued that it is difficult to
confer with each student during the week. Teacher one also claimed that it is difficult
for teachers to make themselves fully understood the writing workshop lessons and
that there is a lack of suitable resources for carrying out writing workshops. The
same teacher found that writing workshops are challenging for students due to their
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lack of vocabulary, resilience, and perseverance. Teacher two mentioned spelling and
vocabulary limitations as students occasionally attempt to say something, “but cannot
express themselves using the correct vocabulary or spelling”.
Teacher three faced a different difficulty in implementing writing workshops
as she believed that “the biggest difficulty for adults and children is that many of us
do not see ourselves as writers”. In other words, underestimating ourselves as writers
makes it difficult to write and experience the joy of writing. However, she
recommended teachers and students to overcome their fears and become writers.
According to teacher four, the biggest challenge that students face when learning
writing was that they dislike writing, and teachers suffer from time constraints that
restrict them to only work with one group during a lesson. Unfortunately, higher
ability groups often do not get time with teachers as they have to work independently
and teachers are busy helping other groups. This teacher also thought that “in an
EAL classroom a lot of time is needed to develop vocabulary”. Similarly, teacher
five recognized two challenges faced in writing workshop classes which are: “it can
be hard to encourage some children to share their ideas. Lots of positive praise is
needed” and “it takes time to establish a purposeful environment where all children
are working during independent writing time”.
Teacher six also listed three difficulties that teachers and students encounter
during writing workshops like the difficulty of switching from Arabic to English,
using correct grammar, and writing complete sentences. She believed that if a student
does not read well, their writing somehow cannot improve quickly. Teacher seven
supports previous teachers’ views of students that suffer from a “lack of
understanding and lack of vocabulary to write and understand what is being written”.
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Teacher eight thoroughly addressed the difficulties that she and her students face
during writing workshops.
This teacher found it difficult to manage different writing levels in the class
while making sure that there is enough time to confer with every student throughout
the week. In addition, she encounters the difficulty in considering “when and where
to incorporate grammar and spelling into writing workshops”. According to her, “the
goals and objectives in writing workshops are often more focused on the writing
process – for example, adding details to writing, writing in different genres, etc. –
and less on grammar and spelling”. In other words, it is challenging for her to know
when to balance between different aspects of writing when the emphasis is place on
the process of writing. Teacher eight went further to shed light on the difficulty that
students more likely struggle with in writing workshops by stating:
From the students’ perspective, one difficulty that often comes up in writing
workshops is thinking of writing ideas. Writing workshops ask students to tap
into their creativity and their writing voice, which can be a challenge
especially in the beginning. However, there are lessons in writing workshops
about how to come up with ideas. It is useful to revisit these lessons with
students who struggle to think of ideas.
Elaborating further in the same regard, teacher nine mentioned the same
difficulty faced by teacher eight, such as a lack of enough time to confer with a big
number of students during writing workshops. Teacher nine highlighted the fact that
students are “unable to write complete sentences of varying length”, which was
addressed earlier by teacher six. She listed the difficulties of “a lack of prior
knowledge, organizing, and revising their writing”. These are demanding writing
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skills that reflect higher order thinking. Finally, teacher eleven discussed how
classroom behaviors, students’ lack motivation, and an absence of the proper
textbooks are major challenges for her during writing workshops by stating:
For example, I would prefer students to have a writing book instead of paper
and lined papers with appropriate spacing for differentiated needs. In the past,
I have purchased the book as it is not common practice in this country to use
student books (not textbooks) to complete work and show their own thinking.
The above thorough discussion presented a number of difficulties that
teachers and students face during writing workshops. Each of the teachers addressed
various challenges, and a few of them were common between teachers. Some of the
common challenges are a lack of efficient time to confer with every student
throughout the week, and students’ lack vocabulary. Other challenges are students’
inability to write complete lengthy sentences, and students’ difficulty of generating
ideas to share with their peers.
Theme Six: Writing Workshops May Have Disadvantages for Teachers and Students
Eight teachers listed a number of disadvantages related to writing workshops.
In reality, this theme overlaps with the previous theme as both address the limitations
of writing workshops. Teacher one claimed that students are required to have a
“good level of vocabulary and understanding” to perform tasks, but basic skills are
not that evident. Teacher two believed that “students who struggle with writing have
to be led a step by step and sometimes are limited in the use of extensive word
usage”. According to teacher three, time constraints were a disadvantage for many
teachers as “in systems where prescriptive curriculum exists, often teachers do not
have the time to devote to writing workshops as needed”. She discussed another
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disadvantage related to when and how to give feedback effectively. Similarly,
teacher five asserted that writing workshops “take time and hard work to establish
the correct routines for writers, but it is worth it in the end”.
Moving to related responses from other teachers, teacher six stressed the fact
that it is difficult to find sufficient time to teach writing workshops correctly while
being involved in “teaching reading and English”. Another difficulty that this teacher
identified is that writing workshops “also focus on the process of writing and in the
end, we need to evaluate the product”. Teacher eight frankly revealed her concerns
that writing workshops suffer from a shortage of “how to incorporate more grammar
and spelling” especially for older students as the focus is on the process of writing.
Teacher nine stated that teachers do not have “adequate teaching materials”,
and they need “quality mentor texts that could help with the genre of the writing”.
On the other hand, students may not always be familiar with “the purpose of writing”
whether they are writing informative or persuasive texts, and they face “the difficulty
of finding the right vocabulary needed for writing”. Finally, teacher ten listed three
more disadvantages of writing workshops: “sometimes they are not successful,
teachers must constantly control and monitor young learners, and they can become
time-consuming”.
Only eight teachers mentioned a number of disadvantages relevant to the
implementation of writing workshops. One disadvantage that was repeated by
teachers is the time-consuming nature of writing workshops. This may not be in
harmony with teachers’ willingness to implement writing workshops frequently
because they have schedules that they need to stick to and cover a prescriptive
curriculum.

96
4.6 Summary of Major Study’s Results
In summary, chapter four highlights the results of the present study, which
applied a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods. The pre-post writing
test was administered to 83 students who were divided into two groups. The control
group had 41 students, while the experimental group contained 42 students. In order
to confirm the results of the pre-posttest, the semi-structured interviews were
administered to 11 English teachers. The data of the pre-posttest answer the first
research question and the results are presented in the form of tables after calculating
the mean scores of both groups. After analyzing the responses to the semi-structured
interviews, major themes were generated and followed by thorough explanations.
The data of the semi-structured interviews helped in answering the second and third
research questions.
The results of the study were displayed based on the research questions. After
applying the descriptive and inferential statistics on the scores of the pre-posttest of
both groups, three main results were concluded. These results indicate that the
experimental group that was taught by writing workshops score higher than the
control group that was instructed by the regular method of writing in terms of writing
components. Another result is that the control group shows slight growth from the
pretest to the posttest unlike the experimental group, which demonstrates a
considerable increase. In addition, there are statistically significant differences in the
mean scores of the pre-posttest of both groups.
In terms of the semi-structured interviews, English teachers’ responses to
each interview question formed a number of common themes. These themes
highlight issues relevant to English teachers’ positive perceptions about the use of
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writing workshops in teaching writing. In addition, writing workshops grant multiple
advantages for teachers and students, and they are recommended to be used with
different grade levels. Finally, writing workshops may challenge teachers and
students and may present disadvantages. The next chapter presents the discussion of
the study’s results, conclusions, and recommendations.
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Chapter 5: Discussions, Conclusions, and Recommendations
5.1 Overview
The purposes of the present study are to examine the impact of writing
workshops on third-grade students’ writing achievements and to explore English
teachers’ perceptions about the use of writing workshops in teaching writing. In
addition, this study addresses the challenges that English teachers encounter during
writing workshops. This study employed a combination of quantitative and
qualitative methods to answer three major research questions. The quantitative data
were derived from the pre-post writing test that was completed by 83 students, while
the qualitative data were obtained through the semi-structured interviews with 11
third-grade English teachers.
Since the previous chapter reports the results of the study, this chapter
discusses the results of the study based on the research questions with reference to
prior research. This chapter presents a general summary of the study’s results and
proposes recommendations to concerned parties regarding the effectiveness of
writing workshops on students’ writing achievements. Further recommendations
were suggested.
5.2 Research Question One: The Impact of Writing Workshops on Third-Grade
Students’ Writing Achievements
The first research question addresses writing workshops’ impact on thirdgrade students’ writing achievements. This question can be answered by the pre-post
writing test. The previous chapter presents a comparison between the results of the
pre-posttests of the control and experimental group. Overall, the results of the
experimental group are higher than those of the control group. In the control group,

99
the mean score of the first writing prompt of the pretest is 3.34 (N= 41, SD= 2.929),
but it increases steadily to double in the posttest to become 6.83 (N= 41, SD= 5.220)
(see Table 7). Similarly, the mean score of the second writing prompt for the same
group in the pretest starts at 3.88 (N= 41, SD= 3.473), but it increases slightly in the
posttest to become 5.85 (N= 41, SD= 3.960). Regarding the experimental group, the
mean score of the first writing prompt in the pretest is 5.05 (N= 42, SD= 4.143).
However, it shows growth in the posttest to become 13.07 (N= 42, SD= 3.625) (see
Table 8). Likewise, the mean score of the second writing prompt for the same group
in the pretest begins at 4.60 (N= 42, SD= 4.214) and then moves up considerably to
double in the posttest to be 10.29 (N= 42, SD= 3.884).
This deliberate comparison of the results of the pre-posttest of both groups
indicates that although the control and experimental group demonstrate growth from
the pretest to the posttest, the degree of growth varies. The growth of the control
group is slight, while that of the experimental group is noticeable. The latter group
even performs well in all writing components compared to the control group. To
elaborate further on this point, in the pretest, the mean score of both writing prompts
of the control group is 7.22 (N= 41, SD= 5.712), and for the experimental group is
9.64 (N= 42, SD= 7.551). The mean scores of the posttest of both groups show a big
difference as is displayed in Table 9. In the posttest, the mean score becomes 12.68
(N= 41, SD= 7.188) with an increase of 5.46 for the control group. In contrast, the
mean score of the experimental group in the posttest is 23.36 (N= 42, SD= 6.610),
which jumps high by 13.72.
In addition, the paired sample t-test was employed to justify the differences in
the mean scores of the pre-posttest of both groups. Initially, the paired sample t-test
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was run on the total scores of the pretest and posttest of both groups. Table 10 shows
that there are statistically significant differences (p < .05) in the mean scores of the
pre-posttest of both groups, t= (82), df= -10.994, and p= .000. Even when the same
paired sample t-test was applied on the first and second writing prompt of the preposttest of both groups, there are statistically significant differences in the mean
scores of the writing prompts as the significance values are less than (p < .05) (see
Tables 11 & 12). Writing workshops help the experimental group perform better than
their peers in the control group in terms of the different writing components that
were mentioned above.
A number of former studies yielded similar results regarding the impact of
writing workshops on students’ writing. For instance, Singagliese (2012) reported
that students demonstrate positive results when they are taught using writing
workshops for a period of two months. Students are able to generate ideas, convey
messages, maintain fluency of sentences, integrate more choice of words, and show
their unique writing voices. They are also able to apply conventional skills, write in
organized ways, become more involved in writing, and become willing to continue
writing at home. Singagliese (2012), who is one of the advocates of the innatist
approach, stated that this approach assumes that learners are active and learn by
themselves instead of relying heavily on teachers.
Pollington, Wilcox, and Morrison (2001) reported that students who are
taught through writing workshops and interactive writing develop greater
compositional skills of writing compared than their peers in the control group.
Similarly, Mester (2011) tested the impact of traditional methods and writing
workshops on kindergarten students’ writing achievements. The study reported that
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writing achievements are increased generally in favor of those who are instructed by
writing workshops. Jasmine and Weiner (2007) carried out research in an elementary
school context to examine the effectiveness of writing workshops on students’
writing achievements. The study asserted that there is an increase in students’ writing
enjoyment, which is consistent with the advantages of process writing as reported by
Ariza Martínez (2005).
The present study shares the interests of former studies in examining the
impact of writing workshops on students’ writing achievements. Former studies have
reported similar results particularly in the context of kindergarten, elementary, and
middle schools. All of the aforementioned studies agreed upon the positive impact of
writing workshops on students’ writing achievements. In the present study, writing
workshops have a considerable impact on students’ writing achievements. However,
in the study of Jasmine and Weiner (2007) the impact of writing workshops was
minor. In other words, the degree of writing workshops’ impact varies from one
study to another. Overall, former studies acknowledged the fact that writing
workshops have an impact on students’ writing, but Singagliese (2012) more
precisely stated the ways in which writing workshops influence students’ writing.
5.3 Research Question Two: English Teachers’ Perceptions about the Use of
Writing Workshops in Teaching Writing
The second research question explores English teachers’ perceptions about
teaching students writing through writing workshops. The four themes of the semistructured interviews generally demonstrate that English teachers have positive
perceptions about using writing workshops to teach writing. Considering the first
theme, teachers’ responses reveal their positive perceptions of writing workshops.
Teacher eight stated that she enjoys conducting writing workshops when she teaches

102
writing because “they helped all students access a writing activity regardless of their
current writing level or ability. I think writing workshops have natural or built-in
differentiation”. The same feature of writing workshops was reported in the study of
Fu and Shelton (2007). Teacher four mentioned that:
I am firm a believer in the use of writing workshops for all children. They
need to be structured at a level that is best suited to children so as they can
gain a firm understanding of the components and structures of words and
sentence levels.
Teacher four stated that the support provided by teachers or capable peers
may benefit students the most when it is tailored to their actual levels of development
(Bodrova & Leong, 2001). Singagliese (2012) investigated teachers’ attitudes
towards writing and instructional methods and found that teachers’ attitudes are
positive as they willingly increase mini-lessons and modeling strategies. They even
move ahead to integrate writing workshops with other subjects and appreciate the
social aspect of writing workshops, which is one of the main principles of social
cultural theory (SCT) and the interactionist approach (Lantolf, 2000; Usó-Juan,
Martínez-Flor, & Palmer-Silveira, 2006; Lantolf & Beckett, 2009; and Topçiu &
Myftiu, 2015).
In the study of Singagliese (2012), teachers begin using writing workshops
with other subjects. This was also discussed by teacher four in the present study. She
uses writing workshops in science to help students consolidate their learning of
science concepts. In the studies of Ariza Martínez (2005) and Uddin (2016), writing
was viewed as a social task. Writing workshops are flexible and allow students to
write individually, in pairs, or as a group. Hence, students appreciate that they can
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interact with their peers, share ideas and feedback about their writing, and edit each
other’s work. These features of writing workshops reflect the innatist view and the
principles of the process writing approach (Conteh-Morgan, 2002; Suharno, 2010;
and Graham & Sandmel, 2011).
Additionally, Dumlu (2006) partially investigated the extent to which
teachers’ writing beliefs and practices reflect the writing process approach, which is
highly relevant to writing workshops. The study revealed interesting results as there
are variations in teachers’ perceptions about teaching writing. Teachers’ beliefs often
contradict their practices or only reflect them partially as it was found by
Simmerman et al (2012). Teachers who hold similar beliefs have different attitudes
towards teaching writing. The results of Dumlu (2006) may not completely support
the present study’s results as Dumlu (2006) highlighted that teachers believe in the
process writing approach, but their teaching practices reflect more skills-based
practices. In the present study, all English teachers have positive views about using
writing workshops in teaching writing.
Tabacbnick and Zeichner (1984) explained how teachers’ previous
experiences in writing and the ways they were instructed undoubtedly determine the
methods they employ in teaching writing. Fry and Griffin’s (2010) research supports
the claim of Tabacbnick and Zeichner (1984) by stating that teachers’ beliefs and
attitudes about writing ultimately impact the ways in which teachers teach writing
and how often they do so. In contrast, Pollington, Wilcox, and Morrison (2001)
found that teachers themselves may influence students’ self-efficiency of writing
more than any other factors.
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The second theme of the semi-structured interviews is relevant to English
teachers who hold positive perceptions about teaching writing through writing
workshops. One teacher implemented writing workshops once a week; while two
other teachers stated that they conduct writing workshops daily. The remaining eight
teachers asserted that they hold writing workshops two to three times a week,
depending on the circumstances of students’ ages, textbooks, and learning outcomes.
Similarly, in the study of Snyders and Bahnson (2014), writing workshops were
carried out in a kindergarten program three times a week.
Usually it is advisable to have writing workshops at least three times a week
to optimize students’ writing. However, it is known that the more frequently writing
workshops are held, the more students can improve their writing skills and strategies.
Unfortunately, the school schedule, the burden of covering a long list of learning
outcomes, and teachers’ occupation with testing students multiple times a term leave
teachers with less time to invest in writing. This is eventually similar to the
conclusions of Sudol and Sudol (1991); Strech (1994); and Myers and Pough (2002).
Teacher eleven elaborated further on the reason that prevents teachers from holding
writing workshops daily:
The national curriculum framework does not allow daily opportunity to write.
Some days reading or speaking is the focus in a 45 minutes lesson. Probably
two times per week in our current curriculum. I believe that it should;
however, be daily. This was the case in my home country.
The interviewed teachers believe in the effectiveness of writing workshops as
a teaching method for various reasons. Teacher three appreciated that writing
workshops offer a model of the best practices for young students to learn from before
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they start writing. This is similar to one of the significant principles of the
environmentalist approach, which emphasizes learning by imitation (Usó-Juan,
Martínez-Flor, & Palmer-Silveira, 2006). The mini-lesson component of writing
workshops provides teachers with room to model writing to students similar to what
was reported by Myers and Pough (2002) and Brown (2010). No matter of their ages,
students learn from other samples of writing, and teachers can model to young
students in particular how to write words, sentences, and other writing components.
The same teacher stated that writing workshops instill a love of writing in
young students since they write at their own pace without pressure and can celebrate
the joy of writing with others. This is similar to the claim made by Strech (1994).
Morgan (2010) also mentioned that students feel ownership over their writing and
are empowered to write when they are given freedom to choose their writing topics
as this maintains their excitement and motivation while writing. Students’ feeling
ownership over their writing was also reported by Graham and Sandmel (2011) as a
long-term effect of the process writing approach.
In the same regard, teacher nine believed that writing workshops are excellent
for practicing differentiation in her classes. The notion of individualized instruction
was also discussed by other studies, such as Myers and Pough (2002); Fu and
Shelton (2007); Graham and Sandmel (2011); Charlton (2015); and Jones (2015)
since it is a major principle of the process writing approach and a feature of writing
workshops. Writing workshops are not designed for a certain group of students, but
they can be effective for learners at low, average, and high levels. After conducting a
mini-lesson, teachers can engage students in writing activities according to their
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level. This can be seen when students are involved in a guided or independent
writing, which is the main component of writing workshops (Strech, 1994).
While high-level students can write independently, average and low level
students may be involved in guided writing with teachers who can provide them with
plenty of scaffolding, modeling, examples, and visual support. This is similar to
Vygotsky’s concept of scaffolding of the SCT (Bodrova & Leong, 2001; Ormrod,
2014). Eventually, students may work better on their own with less support from
teachers until they can depend entirely on themselves. This reflects the concept of the
zone of proximal development (ZPD) of the SCT that was discussed by researchers,
such as Lantolf and Appel (1994); Lantolf (2000); Duff (2007); Suharno (2010);
Dongyu, Fanyu, and Wanyi (2013); and Ormrod (2014).
Teacher ten encouraged the use of writing workshops as “child-centered”.
This teacher stated that writing workshops “are good systems to implement from KG.
They build fluency in writing”. In writing workshops, students work at their own
pace as there is no pressure on them to be at the same stage of writing as their peers.
In other words, some students may be at the planning stage, while others may be
drafting or editing their writing. In the process writing approach and writing
workshops, students are seen as the center of learning. Writing is not viewed as a
linear process, but as a discursive one (Graham & Sandmel, 2011). The emphasis on
writing has shifted from teachers to students, which is similar to the idea asserted by
Simmerman et al (2012). Students have the opportunity to choose writing topics of
their interests instead of writing about one topic. The studies of Strech (1994);
Morgan (2010); Singagliese (2012); and Charlton (2015) also emphasized the
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importance of allowing students to choose their own writing topics in writing
workshops.
English teachers in this study highlighted a number of advantages of writing
workshops for both teachers and students. Teacher one stated that, “teachers are
available to support students, the main focus of writing is the process writing, there is
communication about students’ progress and needs, students get opportunities to
involve in editing others’ work and the availability of peer assessment”.
Additionally, teacher two acknowledged the fact that “students are learning in a
positive non-forceful manner how to express themselves and do so effortlessly”.
According to teacher one, writing workshops emphasize the process of writing as
opposed to the focus of the product of writing (Steele, 2004). The advantages of
writing workshops that were listed by teacher one are evident in the process writing
approach (Dumlu, 2006).
Teacher four pointed out additional advantages of writing workshops, such as
“the advantages of writing workshops allow children to develop their vocabulary and
their understanding of sentence structures and formation. They help children to
improve their oral and reading skills too”. The study of Fu and Shelton (2007)
produced similar results in relation to writing workshops. Students grow as writers
and have plenty of opportunities to work collaboratively, interact, and communicate
with others. Writing workshops also provide a safe, relaxing learning environment.
These advantages of writing workshops are supported by the principle of the SCT,
which assumes that students’ participation in social interaction activities may help in
enhancing their learning and cognitive development (Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf &
Beckett, 2009).
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Eight teachers out of the eleven interviewees recommend employing writing
workshops with different grade levels, while the remaining three state that writing
workshops could better serve younger students. Teacher six claimed that “I
personally feel that they should be used in the lower grades because once they are
learned, a student will tend to consistently use the style to write as they get older”.
Teacher ten supports the opinion of teacher six by stating: “I believe that teachers
should implement writing workshops with learners from KG so that they can build
their skills and develop writing techniques that can be built on each year until the
learners can write independently and confidently”. These teachers believe that once
writing workshops are adequately employed in the early years of schools, students
may continue using them in upper-grades.
Teacher two recommended that writing workshops to be used for all grade
levels by stating: “yes, in lower grades the students can still express themselves and
the teacher can model the writing. In older grades obviously, it is much easier for
students to just get on with it and let their imagination flow”. The response of teacher
two is relevant to the SCT concept of scaffolding in which students still require
teachers’ assistance in lower grades, but once they are in upper grades, the teachers’
assistance starts to become less (Ormrod, 2014). The teachers’ responses show that
writing workshops can be tailored to the needs of younger and older students. Once
teachers begin writing workshops as early as possible, they can form a solid
foundation for students to continue from.
5.4 Research Question Three: Challenges that English Teachers Encounter
When Implementing Writing Workshops in their Writing Classes
The third research question concerns with the challenges that English
teachers face during writing workshops. The two themes of the semi-structured
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interviews thoroughly discuss the challenges of writing workshops along with their
disadvantages for teachers and students. They also answer the third research
question. Teachers’ interview responses indicate that there are a number of
challenges associated with writing workshops. One of the common challenges which
many teachers repeatedly referred to is time constraints. Teacher four found it
difficult to work with more than one group per day due to time constraints. She
explained that her higher ability group is often required to work independently
without receiving time from her as she is busy with other groups. Teachers eight and
nine stated that it is difficult to confer with many students per class as there is not
enough time.
Former studies have also discussed the challenge of time constraints by
addressing it in their studies and articles. For instance, Myers and Pough (2002)
shared the successes and challenges they experienced when they started writing
workshops. One of the major challenges was the difficulty to find proper time for
writing as it requires time to be done properly. According to the two researchers,
young students spend less time writing, whereas older students need more time to
write thoughtfully. This is similar to what was mentioned by Strech (1994). Even the
process of writing, including brainstorming, planning, drafting, revising, editing,
sharing, and publishing requires time to be completed properly. Hansen (2002)
reported the same challenge of not having enough time for writing workshops among
the busy daily schedule. This is because priority is given to the main subjects of
languages, math, and science. The studies of Sudol and Sudol (1991); Strech (1994);
and Lain, Fink, and Frey (2007) referred to the same challenge of the time limitation
as each component of writing workshops requires proper time to be implemented
effectively.
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Teacher two found that writing workshops are difficult due to students’ lack
of knowledge of vocabulary and spelling. She explained that it is difficult when
students attempt to say something, “but cannot express themselves using the correct
vocabulary or spelling”. Likewise, teacher six listed a number of challenges among
them are: students’ inability to use correct grammar and write complete sentences.
Teachers seven and eight support the aforementioned teachers’ claims by stating
similar reasons like a “lack of understanding and lack of vocabulary to write and
understand what is being written” and students who are “unable to write complete
sentences of varying length”. Other teachers highlighted how it is challenging to
engage students in writing when they lack vocabulary and spelling and are unable to
write complete sentences with proper grammar. Teacher six claimed that if students
do not read well, they may struggle at writing. Silva (1990) questioned the ability of
the process writing approach to enable students to produce well-written, academic
writing as they receive less instruction about the mechanisms of writing.
The same teachers point out to common disadvantages of writing workshops
for teachers and students. Two teachers discussed the contradiction between writing
workshops’ emphasis on the process of writing and the actual implementation stress
the mechanisms of writing. Teacher six similarly claimed that writing workshops
“also focus on the process of writing and in the end, we need to evaluate the
product”. Teacher eight shared the same concern of “how to incorporate more
grammar and spelling into writing workshops” especially for older students when the
focus is on the writing process. Charlton (2015) provided a suggestion that may solve
the concern presented by teacher eight through balancing between exposing students
to writing skills, strategies, processes, and texts. In other words, writing workshops
have to combine both the process writing approach and product writing approach.
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More than one teacher also stated that a major disadvantage of writing
workshops is that they are time-consuming. The interview responses show how a
lack of sufficient time may frequently impact the proper implementation of writing
workshops. Teacher three stated that “in systems where prescriptive curriculum
exists, often teachers do not have the time to devote to writing workshops as
needed”. Teachers are tied to a curriculum that consumes a large portion of their
teaching time. Teacher six believed that it is difficult to find sufficient time for
writing workshops when the focus is on “teaching reading and English”. Teachers
five and ten along with the findings of the studies of Sudol and Sudol (1991); Strech
(1994); and Lain, Fink, and Frey (2007) agreed with the responses of teacher three
and six. They also acknowledged the fact that writing workshops are time-consuming
activities.
5.5 Conclusions
The present study examines the impact of writing workshops on third-grade
students’ writing achievements. It also addresses English teachers’ perceptions about
the use of writing workshops to teach writing and the challenges that English
teachers encounter while implementing writing workshops. This study was motivated
by an interest in the current situation of writing in UAE public schools. The
researcher is an advocate of the process writing approach, which aims to enable
students to celebrate the joy of writing in which every student is considered a writer
on his/her own unique way. Thus, the study employed a mixed-method design in
which the quantitative data were obtained from the pre-post writing test and the
qualitative data were gathered from the semi-structured interviews. The participants
were 83 third-grade students who completed the pre-posttest along with 11 thirdgrade English teachers who participated in the semi-structured interviews.
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The results of the pre-posttest and the semi-structured interviews reveal the
state of writing workshops, English teachers’ perceptions about writing workshops
and the challenges they face during writing workshops. The following statements
summarize the results of this study.
1. Third-grade students who are taught by writing workshops score considerably
higher in the writing posttest compared with their peers who are instructed
through the regular method of writing. The former group performs well in
terms of the different components of writing like the content, organization,
vocabulary, spelling, grammar, and punctuation.
2. The results of students following the regular method of writing show less
progress in the writing posttest than those who are instructed by writing
workshops as they demonstrate noticeable growth.
3. There are statistically significant differences in the mean scores of the writing
pre-posttest of the control and experimental group.
4. Third-grade English teachers have positive perceptions about the use of
writing workshops to teach students writing.
5. Third-grade English teachers believe in the effectiveness of writing
workshops as a teaching method of writing.
6. Third-grade English teachers recommend writing workshops to be used in all
grade levels starting from the early ages to form a solid foundation in writing.
7. Third-grade English teachers agree that writing workshops grant multiple
advantages for teachers and students.
8. Third-grade English teachers are aware of the challenges of writing
workshops for teachers and students.
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9. Third-grade English teachers acknowledge that writing workshops hold a
number of limitations regardless of their effectiveness.
5.6 Recommendations
Based on the results and thorough discussions of the present study, the
subsequent recommendations are suggested for the concerned parties such as those
who work closely with students and are responsible for schools, including ESL
teachers, heads of departments, curriculum developers, schools, academic
organizations, policymakers, and future researchers in this field.
5.6.1 Recommendations for ESL Teachers
1. English teachers are advised to use writing workshops more often in their
classrooms as students who are taught through writing workshops show
considerable growth in the writing posttest, and teachers believe in their
effectiveness.
2. English teachers are encouraged to use writing workshops in other subject
areas as they grant a number of advantages for teachers and students. Writing
workshops enhance individualized instructions, are student-centered, promote
students’ social interaction, improve language skills, and increase the joy of
writing and students’ confidence as writers.
3. English teachers may do collaborative planning to overcome the challenges
and disadvantages of writing workshops.
4. English teachers may plan their lesson time thoughtfully so that proper
time can be assigned to writing workshops as they are time-consuming
activities.
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5. English teachers need to attend professional development sessions
regarding how to deal with the challenges and disadvantages of writing
workshops that teachers and students face.
6. English teachers may plan to observe each other’s writing workshop
classes to exchange successful practices of writing workshops. Teachers can
replicate best practices in their classroom to increase their students’ writing
achievements.
5.6.2 Recommendations for Heads of Departments and Curriculum Developers
1. The heads of departments may regularly train teachers in the utilization of
writing workshops by arranging sessions in schools, hosting writing
workshop experts, and inviting teachers from schools where writing
workshops are common practices. Such acts may help teachers become
confident in implementing writing workshops in their classrooms.
2. The heads of departments may design school schedules in a flexible
manner so more time can be assigned to writing workshops.
3. The heads of departments are advised to share best practices of writing
workshops across the educational region and document them in booklets that
can serve as references in the school library for teachers.
4. The heads of departments may create a space to store suitable instructional
resources of writing workshops that match ESL students’ levels and needs.
Teachers can borrow these resources and return them once they finish using
them.
5. The heads of departments are advised to ensure that writing workshops are
common norms of teaching writing in schools. This can be done by
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conducting regular walkthroughs for classes and meeting with teachers
regularly to discuss their experiences, challenges, and concerns in writing
workshop classes.
6. Curriculum developers are encouraged to design learning outcomes of
writing based on the process writing approach and writing workshops so
more time can be assigned to writing workshops during the week.
5.6.3 Recommendations for Schools, Academic Organizations, and
Policymakers
1. Schools may arrange regular events for writing workshops in which
students can celebrate the joy and success of writing.
2. Schools may arrange annual conferences for writing workshops in which
teachers’ experiences, advantages, disadvantages, and challenges of writing
workshops can be shared and solutions can be proposed to improve such
workshops.
3. Academic organizations may publish books about writing workshop
practices in UAE public schools with the assistance of expert teachers of
writing workshops. Such books may serve as references for interested
teachers who are willing to use different methods to teach writing.
4. Academic organizations may provide schools with suitable resources for
writing workshop classes that match the levels and needs of students.
5. Policymakers are advised to ensure that writing workshops are common
norms among public schools in the same educational region by allowing
schools to share best practices of writing workshops through regular
conferences and exchange visits among schools.
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5.6.4 Recommendations for Further Research
1. Conducting a similar large-scale study to gain a border understanding of
writing workshops’ impact on students’ writing achievements across grade
levels.
2. Examining English teachers’ perceptions about the use of writing
workshops in teaching writing in a large-scale study to obtain a
comprehensive image of teachers’ perceptions across grade levels.
3. Investigating the challenges that ESL teachers and students encounter in
writing workshop classes.
4. Conducting studies to design instructional resources for writing workshops
that are tailored to ESL contexts and learners.
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